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GHAPTiJct I 


TEACHKiUPUPiL RKLATlONaHIPS 


BEPIHITION OF THE PROBLi^ 


Teaching Is essentially a process of coiMMUnicatiQn 
and huiian relationships. It In^^olves the interplay of 
personalities, the central ones being those of the teacher 
and the pupil* 

A good teacher Is one vho can come to the level 
of students and transfer his \i^iole ‘self’ to the studait’s 
’self* and view things through the student’s ©yes and 
understand through his wind. Verily, such teacher makes 
the student ideritiCy hlaaelf with the learning situation 

and developrin him positive feelings for studies In the 
school, likewise student’s faith, humility, submission 
and veneration for the teacher induce him to put in his 
best and ia^jrav© the skill and efficiency essential for 
his task# 

This l«ds credence to the belief th&t in tesych- 
Ing-lttOTdnf proctis which Baormally Involvts a teiycher 
and a inipU, the qualll^ of educational ontc^me is deter* 
Mined by character of relationship between the two# 
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ST Arm NT OF THK PBQBLJiK 

Bie problem thet the regoawher has taken Is 
to study the nature oX personal relationship betwen the 
teacher and the taught In boys' and girls' higher secondary 
classes* Do the teachers confine their wrk only within 
the sphere of professional relationship with the students 
and remain indifferent to the personal development of the 
students they teach? Do the students charloti personal 
likings or dlslikings for teachers by whom they are 
taught? How imich close personal relationship exists in 
the higher secondary classes and what factors are respon¬ 
sible for its existence or non-existence will be sought 
In the present problem* 

The school has been set up by the society as 
a formal InsU tution whose immediately explicit and pri¬ 
mary objective is education* Recently, the school has 
assumed responsibilities for those aspects of training 
and development of the child which formerly were the 
concern of the home* 

Teachers,pupils and curriculum are considered 
to be the fundamental components of the »ohcK)l* Beauti¬ 
ful bunding®, up-to-date text bookst liberal laboratory 
tanllltiei, ^uxidant Instructional dda sad hhfc lib- 
rariaa arii| an tetht, l^portiat aspects of aciuiMiic .life, 
but these are tools in the hands of the teacher 

add the tau^t to work Mark Hopkih^ s defmiticse 
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of a school is still significant, i.e® “a school is a 
log -with a teacher on one end, and a pupil on the other, “ 
How effectively do the teacher and the taught wrk, is 
determined by the ©motional atmosphere of the classroom, 
■tAich essentially is the result of t©acher«»puptl relation¬ 
ship in the usual set-up of the class, 

Bush(1954,pp. 66) has differentiated between 
two types of relationships in the school among the teachers 
and pupils, that is, professional relationship and per* 
sonal relationship* 

Professional relationship is established as 
soon as the teacher is employed in the school to teach 
and the student Is admitted In the school to be taught 
by the teacher. Professional relationship %i4thin the 
institution gives little room for personal choices, A 
student Is rarely placed with the teacher of his own, 
choosing, a teacher too Is assigned to a school and to 
students with no obvious selection by him, Profeasionil 
relationships are clearly defined as to purposes and 
objectives. Here, th© teacher Is to adhere to adminis¬ 
trative rules and regulations. It is obligatory on his 
part to finish th® prescribed syllabi within the speci¬ 
fied ti*® and for this he Is answerable to Ms employer. 

student is required to attend the requiMte niaber 
of elapse# and observe th® set noras of the olnaf roon* 

He l@ to do his hoitt© task and other assignaants for 
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h© Is assessed. In allj the professional relation* 
shlf Is largely imposed from ahoTe, It Is a fonaal 
relationship bet-ween the teaciier and the taught within 
th€i purview of set departmental luLes and regulations. 

In contrast to professional relationshipj per¬ 
sonal relationship is by choice of the two parties. It 
Is not consciously purposive. It exists in itself and 
for itself, leaching is not, and in the nature of things, 
however, axich we mah© it so, never can be, a business, 
or industry, In which we can be successful merely by 
learning tricks of the trade* W© cannot b© succ©vssful 
aa teachers in .'Oiy way other than being friends to the 
because the relation between the teacher and pupil is 
and ought to be, if it Is to b© a successful one, a clos© 
one. It wist be a relation in which two human beings 
meet each other, care tor each other and help each other* 

Eiirlng adolescence, students advance towards 
mental, emotional and physical maturity through uncertain 
paths with feel'ings of instability. They fumble for 
wliat is good and v^at is bad 5 >hat Is right and idiat is 
wrongs yiat la beautiful and what is ugly and what Is 
likoly to b# useful to them. Ihoy ar# in search of fim 
anohors for their oowictions and idoaa* Here tht 

1« a h«ro» & model and a friend to his studont#* 
So ih hi# Job as a teacher h© su«oa#d« im 

vinnini the coafidencii' of the studants and in making 
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them feel thn* ' Is their vsll-wisher and Is honestly 
Interested in their happiness and well being. It is 
only when this happens that school supplements the home 
situations and often meets emotional needs that are 
neglected in the home. The children who are disturbed 
at home, may appear well adjusted in the school, they 
may have the feeling of stability and consistency which 
is lacking in their ho;'*. . This warm and congenial at¬ 

mosphere in the school eradicates the menance of truancy 
and delinquency among the students. The student develops 
a sense of positive feeling for studies as well as for 
his teacher. 

Great teachers of all ages have been inspi¬ 
rational in their impact on those whom they taught. Even 
though their inspirational qxiallty Is largely taken for 
granted, x-a • < '■ely few teachers think of themselves 
as possessors of the knowledge wtilcJi they can pass on 
to their pupils. Tti© explosion of knowledge, the in¬ 
creasing vogue of specialization, the growing concwi- 
tration on research and the general dehumanization of 
the teacher-pupil relationships have tended to take the 
emphasis away from Inspiration and to place it on the 
i»Dre or le»® mechanloal acquisition of knowledge, facts 
and skills* 

Iha Ckirtt-iSilshjra relationship, the pious 
intimacy hatwam the teacher and taught 1^ very mmh 
lacking l^day* the distance between teaicher md 
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the taught m^es the student hesitate to go to his teacher 
to clarify the problems and the difficulties vlilch he faces 
in his studies, Wien auproach Is ri'vt easy even in such 
an Impersonal field, how can one expect the student to 
go to the teacher with his more intimate personal prob- 
leas'? He has no easy access to the teacher. He misses 
a guide in the teacher when he needs him the most. He 
feels discouraged to ask his teacher's guidance about 
the Variety of problems In his complex surroundings. He 
does not find eny personal touch with his teacher. He 
is a hero-worshipper in his age but misses a hero In his 
teacher. He goes in search of guides outside the school. 
He is exploited by politicians and all other agencies 
for their own gains. It has been rightly said by the 
press and others concerned, that the absence of a clear 
line of communication between the teacher and the taupht 
is one of the major causes of all the student unrest in 
the country. 

The loving, affectionate and personal relation¬ 
ship established between the teacher and the taught, sti¬ 
mulates the teacher to be painstaking with his students, 
generates an enthusiasm In the student for studies and 
conse<iuetttly* makes the school m Instttutlon i^ich Is « 
oomplet# success for the society* 

ms reoBLHt 

Mi h.a*e the follcmlns tbree miUo questloris for 




characteristics of toachers as liked by 
their students axid the charactetistics 


of students as liked by their teachers In 
boys' and girls' higher secondary classes'? 

3, Is there any difference between men and 
•women teachers with regards to their 3ob- 
satisfaction and does this factor affect 
accordingly their relationship with stu¬ 
dents? 


In essence, ti:Te study seeks to probe into the 
follo-wlng questions, some of which are further elaboration 

of the three questions posed above* 

(1) Ifluat are the characteristics which make 
the student like a teacher? 


(11) 'Vftiat are the characteristics which make 
the student dislike a teacher? 
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<v) 


(tI) 


(vil) 


(vlll) 


iix) 


(x) 


(xi) 


Wiat is the relationship between the 3ob«» 
satisfaction of the teacher and his liking 
for students and students* liking for him? 

Do the students like teachers ^who are llkerl by 
their colleagues'? And do students dislike 
teachers are disliked by their collea¬ 
gues? 

Vliat is the relationship between studentvs’ 
likings for teachers and their (teachers*) 
age, designation, teaching experience, home 
conditions and marital status? 

Do the teachers like students who are liked 
by their classfellowa? And do the teachers 
dislike students who are disliked by their 
classf ©Hows? 

Miat Is the relationship between intelli¬ 
gence of students and teachers* likings 
for them? 

■Mdat is the relationship between academic 
achievement of students and teachers’ 
likings for the®? 

Vtiset Is the relation^ip between the 
soeio-^conoadc background of th# parents 
of students and teachers* likings for 
th^t 



9 


In a nut"shell the following factors will he 
studied as the various dimensions of teaoh 0 r"pupll rela¬ 
tionships 

li Teachers* characteristics as perceived by 
students and students* characteristics as 
perceived by teachers, 

2, Job-satisfaction of the teacher. 

3, Teacher-teacher relationship* 

4, Student-student relationship, 

5, Intelligence of the students, 

6, Academic achievement of students, 

7« The socio-economic status of the students. 

•4 

The following are the tentative answers to the 
questions posed for the study. They are the hypotheses 
which the researcher proposes to testi 

1, There is a lack of personal Teacher-pupil 
^iwlatlonshlpa both in boys* and girls* higher Secondary 
classes, 

2, The characteristics of teachers as liked 
by their students and the characteristics of students as 
liked by their teachers in boys* and girls* higher »won- 
dary Classes differ from each other* 

3* Mieba teachers spre less satisfied in. their 
school teaching profession than cwen^^teachers* 




4, Teachers liked by their colleagues are also 
liked by their students# 

Q* Students liked by -their classfellovs are 
also liked by their teachers# 

6# Teachers like more intelligent students and 
dislike less intelligent students# 

7# Students with good academic achievements 
are liked while with poor achievements are disliked. 

8 . Students coming from families of good socto- 
©conDmlc backgrounds are necessarily liked# 

9# Teachers' age, teaching experience, desig¬ 
nation and home conditions are related to their relation¬ 
ship with students* 

1 # Baxter, Bernice (1950)» Teachcr-Pupll Helatlonship* 
MacMillan Company* 

2 , Bush. Robert Kelson (1954)» Teacher-Pupil Relationship* 
Prentice-Hall, Xnc., New York# 

3» Malhotra, 3udha (1969)i Interpersonal Relationship^ 
Educational Studies Ho. X. United Publishers, 

Allahabad* 

4. Malhotra, Sudha (1970) i Teacher in Interpersonal 
Setting of Edueatlon; NIE Journal 17, St 40-43, 

January, 1970. 

5. HcHendon, lonathonc (1966) t Social FoundafeLons of 
Education. MacMillan Company, Haw Yoi^* 

6. MuMi«r3«e| Hl»a«tshu %ushan <1962) i Education for 
Fulncsa. mt% Publishing House. 




MullaJay, Patrick (1950) s A Study of Interpersonal 
Relations, Hermitage Press Inc,, New York, 


Phenix, H. Philip (1958)! Philosophy of Education. 
Henry Holt & Oompany. 


Stanley, William 0 & Others (1967)! Soci^ Foundations 
of Education. Holt, Rinehart & Winston, New York. 


Vivekananda, Swam! (1967)3 Education. Sri Ram Krlshan 
Mission Yldayaiya, Colmhatore, 


Wilier, Willard (1961)! The Sociology of Teaching. 
Russel d: Russel. 




clearly the most difficult of Its Investigation Is 

how and where to begin in finding out answers to the ques¬ 
tions it has raised, In this task, a review of literature 
related to his problem, gives valuabl© Information to the 
investigator as to what has already been don© ^Ich is 
relevant to his problem and as to how all that was done, 
This helps the investigator to draw important Inferences 
and arrive at his own line of action. 

It Is a pity, that the investigator could not 
locate any substantial research work of teacher-pupil 
relationships* The researcher can huriDly submit that the 
present study introduces a new line of work in Indian 
educational research* Uiis is very significant in edu-,. 
Catlonal field as stated by Harris Chester (lS60,^P*3i8)* 

“ The Interest In bringing methods more nearly 
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student teacher relationship and teadhlng 
method. He went to the extent of suggesting 
that attempts to predict teaching success 
had generally failed to show any significant 
reliability because they had Ignored one of 
the most important aspects of teaching 
process «- the relationship of students and 
teachers* ’* 


Since that time there has been an increase in 
efforts to ascertain the casual factors wixich are respon¬ 
sible for the personal relations of students and teachers 
and the total learning accomplishment of students. 

Closely akin to and largely rosnonsible for, 
teacher-pupil relationships are the reactions of pupils 
to their teachers* 

Hart (1934) has tabulated the characteristics 
of teacher ’’A” liked best} and teacher ”2*' liked least* 
Hart obtained the opinions of some ten thousand seniors 
in sixty-six high sohoolvS in a manner that assured volun¬ 
tary responses in a situation of comnlete confidence for 
the pupils. In the words of Hart ( pp 133 )x 

*' %at a boon to our faith in young to know 
their foremost reason for liking a teacher 
best - foremost by rtoro than 5<X3 frequencies, 
namely, helpfulness with school work* clear 
explanation of les^ns and aaslgnmenis and 
the use of examples in teaching. “ 

Hart has ranked the qualities la the best teacher 
and has remarked ( pp 138 ) t 

** the first ranidng reason Is one having to do 
with technique of teaching* the second and 
third reasons are associated with traits of 
ehar«9ter disposition and attitude. Sie fouriai 
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reason namely ’ is Interested in and under¬ 
stands pupils* reached into the psychology 
of human relationship» Mio would deny this 
cpality of high rank'", among the component 
elementary of^ifiost desirable teacher? Ko, 
mature student of Education. '* 

In the concluding remarks Hart C pp 482) ssyst 

'• Indications point to the fact that children 
even at the elementary school level do have 
very positive ideas about their teachers and 
very definite attititudes towards them. In 
certain cases, the teacher was totally unaware 
that a certain pupil holds siich an attitude 
towards him, Xhe open minded teacher Is 
grateful for this knowledge and, >^ere necessary, 
will take appropriate steps to bring about a 
balance between harmony and conflict. One must 
have a clear recognition of underlying causes 
and an ob;3 active interpret at Ion of th#lr 
influence or effect, Xhis calls for specific 
knowledge of the situation, increased obser¬ 
vation and deliberate reflection. As the 
teacher had before him a picture of the manner 
in which he Is mirrored before his class, he 
has the starting point of real constructive 
work, that may terminate in more fawsurable 
pupil-teacher relationship and thence into 
greater teaching efficiency,** 

Monroe, 'Walter ( 1940, p 1277-79) reviews 
reseairch relating to the qualities essential to success 
in teaching and has categorised them as followsi 


1 . Studies of Vihy teacher fail, 

2. Compilations of the opinions of pupil#. 

3. Summary of Expert opinion, 

4* Studies of good and poor teachers, 

S* Cbrr^atlon studies of factor reXatiag 
to teaching ancoess* 
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Tideman (1942 ) made a study of Pupil-teacher 
Belationships in ^ijhich he attempted tu find wi-iat charae- 
terlsticSjhabits and practices of teachers were "disliked” 
greatly and'liked" very much. 

The approach, and in consequence the results, are 
somewhat different fiom those found in other studies, men¬ 
tioned earlier. Pupils were asked to list things which 
their teachers had dme which they liked very much or 
disliked greatly. To enlist the teachers* characteristics 
as such 8,000 opinions were obtained from junior high 
school pupil®. 

The most liked characteristics were t 

(i) klnd^friendly, cheerful 

(ii) Glad to help individuals 

(iii) Explains clearly 

(iv) No pets, fair to all 

(v) Neat and tidy 
(vl) Sens© of humour 

(vll) Ikiderstanding of pupils and their problems 
(viii) Allows pupils to do things for her 

(ix) Friendly and polite in and out of the school. 

The most disliked characteristics were* 

. . . . . 

(1) Autocratic, domineering 
(11) Hldleules, uses sarcasm, nags 
(ill) Threatens, frightens, punishes 




Civ) Palls in the recognition of individasl 
differences 
(t) Disagreeable 

(vi) Shows partiality towards pupils* 

The investigator concludes that ’’on the yaole, 
pupils are most disturbed by the aggressive or overt 
behaviour such as domination, ridicule, and punishment 
and less disturbed by the iiwre passive or subtle forms 
of teacher beha'/l our. •’ He has emphasized that pupils 
will put up with many defects if the teacher is cheerful, 
friendly and kind. Pupil judgments are ”fairly reliable'* 
according to the author, and characteristics distasteful 
to one pupil tend to be distasteful to all. These 
conclusions are based on a composite of Tldemen's own 
findings and five other investigations with ’which he 
correlated his work. 

Hopkins (1940) mad© a study in this area based 
upon Individual interview and Group interview methodology. 
Oh© investigator interviewed 1,000 students in seven 
years* 

Students were asked ” In the light of your 
t)ur yeawof esqpertence, what suggestions do you have 
for improving the schooll** There oam© three recomen- 
datl<m$ on which there was group agre««at, although there 
was not unanittou® Individual agremmtt 
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(i) School staff 
(11) Curriculum 
(lit) Hanagetnent 

Signiricantly, the first recommendation Is that 
the staff of the school be composed of persons ”^0 •will 
■riew pupils as human beings and who will be willing to meet 
■them and their problems on the basis of sympathetic, 
understanding and mutual helpfulness. Pupils want teachers 
'V?ho are fair, try to see things from our point of 
view, who recognize that no person can be ever perfect*, 
not «ven the teachers themselves,who never bawl us 

out A....... ^ 

Bush (1942) jin a study of relationships between 
students and teachers, obtained the opinions of a large 
number of pupils, teachers, supervisors, administrators 
and counsellors* Tests, questionnaires, interviews, rating 
scales and anecdotal records were used as tools of data 
collection* Information was assembled on teacher know¬ 
ledge of pupils, opinion of teachers, supervisor’s opinions 
of teachers, opinion of pupils and pupil Intelligence* 

On the basis of correlations, a table of criteria 
for appraising teacher effectiveness was developed# The 
author eoncludti that ^ther things being e maxi- 

atua student-teacher relationship involves these conditions#*^ 
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1« Teacher well adjusted in, opinions of super¬ 
visors and administrators, 

2« Teacher considers counselling Important, 
uses guidance file and knows pupils. 

3® Pupils consider teacher fair and sympathetic. 

4® Teacher has keen interest in and objective 
attitude toward pupils and pupils' problems, 

5, Pupils feel class valuable, teacher knows 
subject, explains clearly and helps pupils 
plan, 

6, Pupils and teachers have similar interests, 
purposes and social beliefs, 

7, Pupil receives good grades, makes superl<j>-iL 
achievement and has superior intelligence, 

8, Teacher believes that he has effective relation¬ 
ship with pupils, 

^h© study sets a criteria for looking into the 
existence of teacher-pupil relationship. 

beuight (1949, pp 84-89) discusses teacher behaviour, 
satisfaction of pupH needs, pupil-teachex relationships, 
pupil reaction and other factors affecting the teacher's 
efficiency as the sources of evidence which may b© used In 
the actual process of appraising teacher efficiency* He 
has taken this contention that basically the only valid 
criterion of teaching efficiency Is pupil's change la 
desired direction* Ei;q?erlenoe Indicates, however, that 



Many aspects of pupil development are extremely difficult 
to measure. Furthermore» those phases of pupil achievement 
for which fairly reliable measuring devices are available 
are rarely attributable to a single teacher and concludes. 
Perhaps the most important single source of evidence on 
teacher effectiveness is pupil-teacher relationship." 

Witty Paul (1950), in his study of "Some Charac¬ 
teristics of the Effective Teacher", has applied a very 
novel method. He suggested to the officials of the Quiz 
Kids Kadio prograwne that they should award a scholarship 
to the teacher ukost convincingly described in a pupils* 
composition, under the title, **The Teacher who Has Helped 
Me Most". 

Witty secured letters from 14,000 pupils in the 
first contest C 1946) and 33,000 in the second contest 
(1947), These letters were submitted by pupils of grade I 
to XII, The letters were analysed to ascertain the fre¬ 
quency of different traits mentioned, ^ere was a marked 
consistency in the traits mentioned by pupils in the 
different contests and demonstrated the significance of 
the traits as characteristics of the teachers iidio appeal 
strongly* 

1* Cooperative demonstrative attitude 

2. Klndliaess and consideration for the indivi¬ 
duals* 

3* Patience 

4* Hsual proficiency in teaching a partieula? 
subieot* 
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5, Wide interests 
69 Interest in pupil problems 
?, Fairness and impartiality 
Sense of humour 

9» Good disposition and consistent behaviour 
10« Use of re?cognltlon and praise 
ll« Flexibility 

12, Planning personal appearance. 

Another approach to the problem of analysis of 

<• 

traits was used in dealing with the letters of 1947 contest. 

ft 

Sample letters were drawn at random and the frequency of 
undesirable characteristics was ascertained, 'The method 
employed was to make a frequency count under appropriate 
headings of statements such as ”1 like Mias because she 
does not yell at us", "she is not a grouch" or "are does 
not scream at us". 

Witty has given the following table on these 

traits* 

1 , Bad tempered and intolerant 

2 , Unfair and inclined to have faTouarLtes 

3, Disinclined to show interest in the pupils 

4, Unreasonable In demands 

6, Tendency to be gloomy and unfriendly 

6, Sarcastic and inclined t50 us® ridloul® 

7, Dnattraotive appearance 
8* Impatient and inflexible 
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9® Tendency to talk excessively 
lO® Inclined to talk dovn to pnptlB 
11« Ovexfoearlng and conceited 
12» Lacking in sense of humour 

Leeds H, (1954) conducted a study on two groups 
of lOO teachers each in 1946 end 1951, 

k questionnaire of 50 items was administered on 
students, I^he items were simple questions adapted to the 
mental maturity and experience of the students that could 
be answered simply by tick marking 'Ves'S'W, or *'?«, The 

4 

content of the question related to the teachers’ dlposltlonj 
her treatment of pupils, her teaching, her interest in 
children’s activities, her status in the pupils' esteem, 
her sense of humour and a number of other topics within 
the realm of teacher-pupil relationship* The following 
items are cited as examples* 

iJtmJia* 

4 Does this teacher scold the pupils? 

Yes Ho t 

38 Does this teacher give you a chance 

to ask questions? 

Yes Mo ? 

Space was provided on the questionnaire for the 
pupil’s comments relative toi 

(1) I like this teacher? 

(il) Why I do not like this teacher? 
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Mong these descriptive behaviour traits which 
pupils mention as characterizing the teachers most dis¬ 
liked and which also seem to differentiate most noticeably 
the superior and inferior teachers are the followings 

1, Scolds pupils a lot 

2* Usually cross 

3, Often bossy 

4, Talks too much 

5* Always fussing at the pupils 

6* Becomes angry at pupils' failure to understand 

7. Assigns lots of home task 

a* Often becomes angry with pupils. 

It is of interest to note that practically all of 
these traits relate to the personality and disposition of the 
teacher and to the resulting effective and human relation¬ 
ship between teachers and pupils. 

Baxter (1950) mad© an intensive and comprehensive 
study of six teachers in six classrooms. This study employed 
observations and rating scales as the main tools to elicit 
necessary information* The work of Baxter stand out among 
pupil reaction studies as perhaps the only direct att»pt to 
utilize observed-interaction of pupil and teacher as a basis 
for evaluating teacher effectlveciess. 

An attempt ms first mad© with the help of a qnea- 

tionnalr® to discover from four group® ( 42 in all ) of 
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teachers of -widely varying experience and geographical 
location Aether there were already recognized specific 
teacher«pupil interactions. Hi© questionnaire was so framed 
as to require reporting of simultfuieous action and reaction 
of teacher and pupil, No directions -were given in order 
that there might be full freedom of response in this ini¬ 
tial stage. As a next step the investigator made obser¬ 
vations and records of the same type in 6 classrooms over 
a four month period. In her summary, Baxter clarifies 
behaviours of teachers as positive and negative and gives 
numerous examples followed by interpretations and impli¬ 
cations for teachers in service, 

T he study revealed that there existed certain 
definite relationships and they were present in each of 
the six classrooms. The relationships were not transi¬ 
tory and fleeting but occui^d with consistency and suffi¬ 
cient regularity to be used in characterising each of the 
teachers studied.'* ( Baxter pp 25 ) 

Vfe reproduce the findings of Baxter in her own 
words in the following few paragraphs making reference to 
the pages of her book at the end of each findings 

(a) ** Tension on the part of the one teacher begot 
tension in the children she taught. The 
relaxed and unhurried manner of another 
teacher was duplicated in the other case and 
calmness with ^Ich pupils in liiat room 
went about their wom. The cart and pains¬ 
taking attitude of a third teacher wai 
Characteristic of her pupils although these 
pupils were but seven and eight years of age 
and not particularly able children. A fourth 
teacher who worked with driving intensity 
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stirred children to the same blind appli¬ 
cations as that vlth which she worked* The 
persistence over a period of months of ihis 
similarity of conduct in teacher and pupils 
indicated that the teachers observed were 
having a pronoionced and definite effect 
upon the behaviour of children, at least 
while the children were in contact with the 
teachers. 

C Baxter 1950, pp 

(b) ”In contrast to Ineffective teachers who 

resorted to threats and to loud dominating 
demands: the superior teachers guided children 
by quiet;, humorous and sometimes inaudible 
suggentions. iiithusiasm and spontaneity 
were found to be prevalent in the irooms of 
the good teachers. In the classrooms of the 
less successful teachers, nagging apathy 
and a complete abserxie of zestful enterprise 
prevailed, 


( Baxter 1960, pp 30) 

Cc) '^’The behaviour of the teachers wtio contri¬ 
buted to the full and rounded development 
of children, it should be said that above 
all else, they were capable of ©ffedting a 
natural person-to-person relationship 
between themselves and their pupils. They 
discovered pupils* dbilltios and capitalized 
upon them. Through careful planning they 
gToided pupils into activities in ^Ich they 
could sucoesafully make a contribution to the 

t roup of which they were members. By so 
olng, they encouraged dlfferaat children 
to try and be confident ones to encounter 
challenging tasks. These teachers showed 
genuine interest in pupils and in their 
understandings even to the extent of enter¬ 
ing whole-heartedly with them into their 
games, in school activities and out of school 
hobbies. They treated pupils with respect, 
asking their opinions and giving them their 
om, not la a condensing or patronising 
manner but with dlrectoiess and with convinc¬ 
ing honesty, Each one of the good teachers 
peasessed some lntrlgn.ing maimer of speech 
or action which seemed to make children want 
to listen, iU were poised Indlvldnsls and 
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were able to face conflicting demands without 
becoming hurried or petulent with their pupils,” 

( Baxter 1950, pp 72 ) 

Ih© study is confined only to small school children 
in the age group of 7 ~ 8 years. It involved the experts’ 
observations for months together. Both these limitations 
of this study are however conspiclous but do not minimise 
its significant importance in establishing the fundamental 
role of t©ach«^r-pupil relationship in tine teaching-learning 
situation of the classroom, 

BushCl954)‘-“ This volume records the analysis of 
data gathered in 10 years by a team of workers* By means 
of case studies, the relationships of 27 teachers In 5 
schools in 3 communities were scrutiniKed, The classes 
ranged from grade 7 through grade 14 and the subjects 
taught Included a wide range. In all over 650 teacher- 
pupil relationships were studied. 

Bush in his study has studied the following dimn- 

sions* 

1, Personal relationship as a factor in the teach-r- 
pupH relationship, 

2, Teachers* Information about pupils as a factor 
In the teacher-pupll relationship# 

3# The interests and social beliefs of teachers 
and pupils m factor in teaoheivpupil relation¬ 
ships. 



26 


4* The purposes, activities and achievaneut of 
teachers and pupils as a factor in the 
teacher-pupil relationships, 

5, The administrator-teacher relationship as a 
factor in the teacher-pupil relationship. 

The study has applied rating-scales as a major 
tool for Its data collection. 

One of the most surprising results from the data 
collected is the low correlation ( ranging from ,25 to ) 
hetwe®! teacher liking for pupils and pupils liking for 
teachers. The highest degree of mutual liking (scale of 5) 
occurs only in of the 650 cases of teacher-pupil relation¬ 
ships. Mutual dislikes occur only in x% of cases. In 14^ 
Cases a negative feeling exists on the part of the teacher 
or the pupil ( pp 187 - 189). 

In general, both teachers and pupils express in 
their ratings positive feelings toward each other, pupils 
on the whole being more positive than teachers. Alimjst 
50^ tJf pupils rate on 5. The lowest two points on the 
scale 1, 2 account only *7% on teachers' ratings and 
of pupils ratings. 

Positive correlation of + ,44 to + .62 suggest 
that teachers have a strong personal liking for academl- 
eally Inolined pupH who learns his lesson, who oondi-ets 
himself well In the class and agree with teacher on social 
issues. 
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Bush has remarked on page 18B» 

" Perfiaps the most revealing aspect of this 
Inquiry into the nature of personal rolatton- 
ships batveen teachers and pupils Is that the 
facts do not supoort the common vle-w that a 
teacher’s personal liking for pupils is more 
Important than a pupil’s liking for tdie 
teacher, * The teacher must love his PupHs’ 
a dictum of ancient origin, is still popular, 

Acc 
of 
but 
Tue 

personal likings of a pupil for his teacher is 
one of the most poverful factor in bringing about 
an effective learning relationships between the 
teacher and the pupil, it seems reasonable, 
therefore,to suggest that a strategic task for 
the teacher is the cultivation on his part the 
personal liking of his pupils for him. This 
requires a teacher who is skilled, sensitive, 
and adjusted in the area of personal relation¬ 
ships and who is able to handle his relations 
with pupils objectively rather than as a 
source of meeting his own personal Inadequacies, 
Beaming is eaihanced markedly when teachers 
make themselves personally acceptable to 
pupils. ” 

Gronlund (1950) has quoted various studies where 
peer group relations and Intelligence ( pp 190 ), academic 
achievement ( pp 195 ) and socio-economic status ( pp 20S) 
of the families of the students have been studied. But 
no such studies are found in the context of teacher- 
pupil relationships. 


ordlng to this view, it is not the business 
teachers to secure love from their pupils, 
to ’learn’ them even if, it becomes painful^ 
findings of this study suggest that the 


GOMMiaTS OH THE REVIEW AND THE PRE3BHT 
dTIJDY . " 

It Is in the ^olesoae r^Iationshtp of ©loss and 
oordlal intinai^ hotwssn the toaohar and the pmpiX that 
living and fruitful odueatlon can be possible, All this has 
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been brought out earlier In our Chapter I, and it hardly 
needs any more elaboration here* 

In the foregoing pages a brtef review of the 
research work don© on the problem has been made, 3n the 
following few paragraphs an attempt is being made to bring 
out the lacuna in what has been done and what stimulates 
us to take up this problem for our investigations* 

Studies as quoted in Encyclopaedias of Mucational 
Research, under the umbrella of Teacher-Pupil Relationship, 
mainly acquaint us with the characteristics of teachers. 
Chester W. Harris ( 1960 pp Q4B and 1468 ) has given 
some studies which focus their attention mainly on the 
characteristics of teachers* Monroe, V/alter G. ( 1950 
pp 745 ) has also given some studies relating to the 
characteristics of teachers under the same heading, 
Teacher-Pupil Relationship, liiis way of putting the 
things makes one draw the conclusion that the Teacher- 
Pupil Relationship studies are based merely upon the qua¬ 
lities of teachers which are opined by students themselves, 
or from the e^qjerts' point of view or characteristics of 
teachers as visualised and enunciated by psychologists, 
sociologists and educationists. But this cannot be accepted 
as a comfortable conclusion* The characteristics of teachers 
may be a very significant ingredient in teacherupupil 
relationship but this cannot be all,St may be considered 
only a starting point to understand this htaman relatlottshlp. 
Teacher-Pttpll ReXati«aashlp Is a concern of two interacting 
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personalities at a time. If students expect characteristics 
In a teacher very ri&htly, it is but natural that certain 
characteristics are also expected by teachers in their 
students too. We have to take cognisance of the charac¬ 
teristics of both the teacher and th^ tsnght which influ¬ 
ence their likes and dislike;;’: T'/sr each other. It is only 
from these two aspects, studied simultaneously that we 
can get a convincing picture of the nature of teacher- 
pupil relationship. But as revealed by the literature of 
Educational Research, with the mere exception of Bush 

(1954) and Baxter (1950), investigations have been singu¬ 
larly concerned with teachers* characteristics and have 

nob paid any hoed to the characteristics of students. So, 
if, at all, we accept the study of Teacher-Pupil Relation¬ 
ship, as the study of characteristics, we have also to make 
investigations as to the qualities liked and disliked by 
teachers in their students so as to make it a complete 
profile. 

But, merely sketching of a list of characteHsties 
of teachers and taughts, camiot oc :upy any in^jortant place 
in the field of Educational Research. Educational impli¬ 
cations worth tiie name can only be drawn when the charac¬ 
ter is tics are studied with the relative importame to each 

tu 

other in the eyes of teachers andf* taught*, k quality may 
b# very laportant and may loom large effectively in ttie 

presence of some other quality, it can also prove detri¬ 
mental to Teacher-Pupil Relationship in ^e absence of 
seme adequate proportion of any other oharaoterlstle 
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considered iinportant by teachers and pupils, therefore, 
there Is a need for both the qualitative and quantitative 
analysis of the characteristics of teacher and taught 
to exhibit the true picture of Teachev-Pu ill Relationship, 

Teacher-Pupil Relationship is essentially a 
multidimensional relationship. This relationship invol¬ 
ves the two human beings as a vhole. If we justify to 
peep into the nature of this relationship, then w© have to 
study the Teacher andJ'Taught each as Individuals and also 
how they enter In their relationship with each other. 

Bush (1954) has studied this relationship on five dimen¬ 
sions and have brought out very surprising and fact reveal¬ 
ing correlations with teacher-pupil relationships. But 
with the exception of Rish, this fact has remained un¬ 
touched by the investigators and needs to be studied 
tho roughly. 

However, vAiatever research work has been don© in 
America or elsewhere cannot be all true for India, Our 
aided and government-run schools allow admission to all 
students irrespective of their differences in economic 
and social status in the society. The classes go to make 
a hetrogeneoua complex of students. This factor Is quite 
relevant of Iti own algnificauce to be studied la the 
context of teaohor-papil relationship. Teacher does not 
seem to be satisfied in his job. Quite often teaching 
profession in the schools is adopted as a breathing pi add 
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in. the search of some other permanmit occupation of life* 

Again., the he'^rogeneous complex of the classes, shows a 
great difference in the academic ahhlevement of students 
in the classes* In the social structure of the class, 

Teacher-Teacher Relationship and Student-Student Relation¬ 
ship have their relevance when we probe into Teacher- 
pupil Relationship which have not been taken into account 
as yet* Age> designation, teaching esqperience of the 
teachers and their home backgrounds are the elements Which 
need investigation in their relations to teacher- 
pupil relationship. Wat is the part played by the intelli¬ 
gence of students- for their being liked and disliked by 
teachers - is another interesting feature which needs our 
attention. This study makes an attempt to consider all 
these untouched factors of their own genuine and paramount 
importance in the context of Teacher-Pupil Relationship. 

mmmsM 
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CHAPm III 




” Ihe basic point of view of the study is 
that schools are people interacting. Important 
as curricula, methods, materials, buildings, 
administrative organization and finance may be, 
they are but the ir^ruments whose effectiveness 
depends upon the human beings who work together 
to provide education for children. Attention 
Is foousad In this study, not upon teachers 
and pupils but particularly upon the relation¬ 
ship between them,*'* 


( Bush - 1964, pp 3 ) 

The present study Imbibes Bush’s remarks. It is 
a study of personal relationships between the teachers 
and pupils. Personal relationship connotes the feelings 
of acceptance and likings cherished by teachers and 
pupils for each other* Peelings of rejections and dis« 
likings signify the negation of personal relationships. 
Exactly, the study aims at studying the number of students 
being accepted and rejected by the teachers teaching 
them and the number of teachers being wscepted and rejected 

by their students in the class, Sliallarly, an attempt 
Is mad# here to study the feelings of liWnga and 41s- 
likings cherished by teachers and pupils for each other* 
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The niimber of students being accepted and rejected 
by their teachers would be further examined for theirs 

1» Characteristics as perceived by teachers^ 

2» Relationships with their classfellows^ 

3« Intelligenc©^ 

4» Academic achievement . 

6, Socio-economic status of the family. 

Similarly, relationship between the feelings of 
liking of teachers for students and the above five factors 
will be determined. 

The number of teachers being accepted and rejected 
by their students will bo further examined for their* 

1. Characteristics as perceived by students^, 

2. Job-satlsf actlonj, 

3. Relationships with their colleagues^ 

4« Age, designation, teaching experience and 
family background. 

Similarly, relationship between the feelings of 
likings of students for teachers and the above ibur factors 
will be determined. 

TOOLS 

Following three types of tools have been used 
in, study! 

!• Tbols construoted by the researcher 

following tools were c»onstranted by the 






researcher^ 


A. Tvq Questionnaires 

(i) One questionnaire for teachers to enlist 
their opinion vhat makes them like aM 
dislike a student. 

Appendix 1 

(ii) One questionnaire for students to enlist 

\*iat makes them like or dislike a teacher. 

Appendix 2 

B, Four five.^.polnt Liking Scales 

For Teachers 

(1) To express their likings for students. 

Appendix 3 

(11) To express their likings for colleagues 

Appendix 4 

For Students 

(i) To express their likings for teachers 

Appendix 5 

(11) To express their likings for classfellows 

impendix 6 

0, ypur SooioBietrle Tests For 

(i) Teach©I'-PupU Belationship Appendix 9 

(ii) Pup 11-Teacher Belationshlp i^peudlx lO 
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(ill) Teacher-Teacher Relationship 
CiY) Pupil-Pupil Relationship 

D« Tyo Rating Scales of 

(i) Teachers' characteristics 
(ii) Pupils' characteristics 


Appendix 11 
Appendix 12 


Appendix 13 
Appendix 14 


(i) Teachers* check list for students Appendix 15 

(li) Students* check list for teachers Appendix 16 

Joh-Satisfaction Scale for Teachers Appendix 17 

G. Int^-rgie v S chedules 

(i) For students Appendix 18 

(li) For teachers Appendix 19 

The detailed steps of construction for these 
tools have been given at appropriate places. 

8. Standardarfllzed Test 

Dr. Jalota*s Intelligence Test for students 

App. 7 

3, l^corda 

f 

Academic Records of Students Annu^ 
Examination Results. 

App* 8 


1« For Oonstruotlon of Tools 

M ludloatedfB^st of the tools used In this study 
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were constructed by the researcher, pi preliminary Idea of 

how and with what subjects, the various tools were cons¬ 
tructed is given here* Itetalled discussion for each tool 
will be made in various chapters later on. 

I» Construction of Sooiometrlc Tests and five- 
point Liking Scales 

Here we had included one lOth class of 46 stu¬ 
dents and 5 teachers for the determination of consistency 
of choices and likings of teachers and students. 

II. M Hxyloratory Study 

This study was conducted on 196 students and 
135 teachers to enlist their expressions regarding 
characteristics which make them like and dislike each 
other. 

Ill, Construction of Rating Scales of Ghargcteristlcs 

Here we had included two tenth classes of 38 
boys and 30 girls including 6 teachers teaching them, 

IV, A Pilot Study 

A pilot study on the problem was conducted on 
pupils of two tenth classes ©ach on© from boys‘ and 
girls* schools ooneisting of 48 and 31 students respect¬ 
ively and S men and 6 women teachers of these classes* 
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V* Con struct Ion, of job-satisfaction Scale for 
teachers 

(a) A questionnaire, Appendix 17A, was mailed to 
nearly lOO people who were once teachers in 
schoolr however^^only 32 people responded* 

(b) Nine teachers were selected to act as experts 
for the selection of statements to be included 
in the Scale. 

(c) For the determination of discriminatory powers 
of statements, a check list of 80 statements 
waUi administered on 112 teachers. 

(d) At the try out stage, the Scale was administered 
on 129 teachers. 

In all 444 teachers and 377 students were Involved 
in the construction and preliminary study of this problem, 

2. For Administration 

In the final stage, tJie samnle of the study in¬ 
cludes class X students and their teachers of four higher 
secondary schools of Delhi - 2 boys^ and 2 girls^ as stated 
belowt 


S.Ho* school No, of No, of 

students ttaohers 


Boy#* B » 3 l 48 5 

Boys* B ^ t m B 

Glrls*0-X 26 6 

GlrXs’O’.'!- g 2f7 6 


Total m ^ 
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The schools selected at random, assured their 
full cooperation in conducting the investigations and 
in collecting necessary infb rmation. The study happens 
to be multidimensional. Nine dimensions, as stated 
under “Purpose of the Study" in this Chapter, are to 
be studied* Keeping this thing in view the sample has 
been kept quite manageable, 

PIU)T STUDIES i\ND GONSTHUCTiON OF TOOLS 

«i»i»rTjrn-i j__ . _n...n . ~n~-j .— ni_piiBi iiii.jw ii . i - -^ irrn-r—“ t--- . _ i 

After thorough discussions with teacher-educators, 
study of literature on Sociometry and other relevant 
material, four Sociometric Tests and four five-point 
Liking Scales were constructed to enlist necessary in¬ 
formation for the study of Inter-personal relationships 

between the teacher and the taught, TTiese tools were 
administered on 46 students and 5 teachers to ascertain 

the conslvStency of choices on Socioraetric Tests and 
likings of teachers and students on five-point Liking 

Scales, A pilot study on the problem was conducted on 

ec>.ct- 

puplls of two tenth classes each-one“j^from boys' and 
girls' schools consisting of 42 and 31 students respect¬ 
ively and 5 men and 5 women teacdiers of these classes. 

Bn this pilot study Sociometric Tests and 
five-point Liking Scales were applied^the details of 
^Ich will be discussed In next Chapter IV, 

An Exploratoxy Study was conducted on 1^6 students 
and iSS teachers to enlist what makes them like and 
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dislike each other. This gave us appropriate aud 
relevant information for the construction of Rating 
Scaleiof characteristics of teachers and pupils. These 
Scales were further administered on 32 boys and 30 girls 
including their 6 men and 6 wmen teachers to determine 
their consistency of ratings. The details of these •will 
be discussed in Chapter V, 

AmiNISTEATXON 

In the final stage of our data collection, four 
schools were selected with the following main considera¬ 
tions : 

1* Surety of cooperation and necessary faci¬ 
lities for data collection. 

2, Stability of teachers teaching the sample 
classes, 

3, A homogeneous group of students i.e, all 
the students of each class should be taught 
by the same teachers right from the beginn- 
Ing offSGssion. 

To start with, the investigator created good 
relations with the principals of the schools by thanking 
thm in writing for their assurance of cooperation In 
proposed rtiearoh work. The principals introduced 
the researcher to the teachers Included in the sample 
of the study and requested them for providing required 
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information to him, ’which he promised -would be confi¬ 
dential. In one school, the principal introduced the 
investigator to all the students and teachers in the 
clas^•5room which gave a ceremonial start te the investi- 
gations* 

The investigator started with the admilnistra- 
tion of 6i>osiraple questionnaires (i^pendix 1 <1 2 ). The 
questionnaires were distributed to the teachers all 
individually and administered on the students in the 
classroom. We can say, this was more or less a "get to 

know" each other session between the sample and the 

investigator. Absentee students were contacted the 
following day and the questlonnalrei from the teachers 

were collected as soon ns they were available. It was 
decided to administer the questionnaires on all schools ^ 

the same day. The timings of the four schools were 
such onablod the investigator to visit all the 

schools in a day. 

School Timings 

B - 1 10,00 A.M, to 4*00 P,M. 

B - 2 1*00 P.M. to 6,00 P.M. 

0-1 8.00 A.M, to 2,00 P.M, 

0 « 2 7.30 A,M, tol2,^ P.M. 

Th# Investigator used to reach school G - 2 

aarly in the aomlag and then going to school G - 1, 
covering school B - I and late in the evening^ finished 
his day-long round in school B • 8, It took approxi- 




®ately tJ;ir«e months for this first round of work for 
collecting the data* Bie collection of academic records 
of students was postponed because they could be avaiiabl-j 
only after the annual examination results* 

In, the second round of administration, Intelli¬ 
gence Test was administered on students and Job-Satis¬ 
faction Scale on teachers. Obviously, these two adminis¬ 
trations established a rapport between the investigator 

and the teachers and students. This provided genuine 
background to start the administration of :joGlometrlc 

Tests. 

The Investigator started with Sociometric Tests 
of Student-Student Relationship ( iipp. 12 ) and Teacher- 
Pupil Relationship ( 9). The investigator read out 

the instructions and the introductory portion of the test 
to the students with an illustration on the black-board. 

It was noticed that there were only a few teachers who knew 

i.nc- names of all students in the class. This lefst others 
to give their choices after asking the names of students 
in the classroom Itself. Incidentally, this Itself was 
an evidence of the absence of personal relationships bet¬ 
ween teachers and pupils in the classes. 

liflLth the complete administration of aforesaid 
testsi investigator administered Socioieetrlc Tests 
(^ps* 9 & 11) of Fu^U-Teacher Belatlonshlps and Teaeher>>» 
Teacher Belatlonshlp on students and teachers respectively* 
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The investigator apprehended all difficulties and even 
feared their successful administsation itself® In one 
of the sehoolf.^ the investigator joined students in 
cleaning the classroom Itself to male© an appropriate 
atmosphere for the administration. Each activity on 
th© test was made clear to the students and the investi¬ 
gator repeatedly and effectively assured secrecy of the 
responses of students. One of the teachers in a school, 
out rightly refused giving his choices for students. 
However, the investigator after due persuasion and dis¬ 
cussion was able to prevail upon the teacher* The investi¬ 
gator thought that the administration of these two tests 
was a difficult job and thanked his stars when he had 
collected the responses of all students and teachers. 

Heedless to say, that, soon after the administration, the 
Investigator checked up the choices mad© by students and 

teachers and sought clarifications wheremer necessary in 
respect of blanks left or the same name given for accept¬ 
ance and rejection choices. 

It was now the turn of Rating Scale of Charac¬ 
teristics (App, 13 «& 14 ), Rating Scale of the Chai'ac- 
teristies of teachersC^p* 13) was administered in the 
class, Bach characteristic was made clear on the black- 
hoard and students were permitted to ask for olarificatloas 
if they felt a need for It. It was noted that students 
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rated their teachers joyfully and took all interest in 
thair ratings, Ifcwever, this time teachers' job vas a 
difficult one as they had to fill up virtually book¬ 
lets (i^tpendix 14 ). But , "the time of ad¬ 

ministration ¥as quite appropriate. Half-yearly exam!- 
rations were going on and the teachers found sufficient 
time for the job. 

At the time of administration of five-point 
Liking scales ( App. 3 & 6 ) both on teachers and stu¬ 
dents, a perfect understanding had already been developed 
between the subjects In the sample and the investigator. 

So he did not face any difficulty here. Students were 
clear about the instructions and they did the job most 
wlXlIngly. 

The climax of the administration of tools reached 
with the administration of check lists ( App, 16 & 16 ). 

Again it was a difficult job. However, both teachers and 
pupils were told a week earlier about the "big task" they 

had to (i:) at the end* Red-blue pencils were distributed 
amuitg the students which stimulated the students suffi¬ 
ciently, The statements on the check list of students 
C^p, 16 ) were so dear that only a few of the students 
sought cl art float!on. The investigator heaved a sigh 

of relief idth the completion of the administration of 
tests* questionnaires and check lists. 

How the investigator started interviewing the 
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students Individually ( App, 18 ). This was the 
most pleasfint task. Both the investigator and the stu¬ 
dents en;]oyed talking with each other. Ihe questions on 
the Interview Schedule did provide opportunities to be 
humorous aud be happy* teachers fully cooperated 

In giving Infbnnation to him on Interview Schedule 
( ^p. 19 ). 

At the end of the data collection, the investi¬ 
gator addressed the morning assemblies of all the s?,hools 
and emphasized the significance of Teacher-Pupil Relation¬ 
ship, 

M. 

The analysis aims at probing into the Teacher- 
Pupil Relationship which is then further studied in the 
lipht of outlined factors or dimensions. The following 
plan will be followed in the analysis of the whole prob¬ 
lem. 

1* Analysis.of Teacher-Pupil Relationship 

Here in this study, we will analyse Teacher- 
Pupll Relationship on the bases of choices of acceptances 
and choices of rejections received by teachers and stu¬ 
dents from each other on Sociometric Tests, This Infor¬ 
mation will be further supplemented by ratings ricelved 
on five-point Liking Scales, la the analysis, w® will 
study relationship on the bases of nu^er of students placed 
In dlfformat socloaetiie oategorlos by teachers and Hum- 
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ber of students placing teachers In different socio¬ 
metric C'<tegories« 

S« i nal y .ai . . T . aachnxwP. up. ll 

aith. resBQgt ,to, dijaenal^iOSA. 

(a) Slia.ia£Afjci3Haa. 

Ratings of teachers on the characteristics of 
students and ratings of students on the characteristics 
of teachers were the factors analysed. Two categories 
arrived at in each case will further be examined as 
related to the likings of teachers and pupils for each 
other. 

Coefficients of correlation (Pearson "r") will 
be calculated betweeni 

(1) Total ratings on the characteristics and 
ratings on five-point liking Beales, 

(ii) Ratings on two ceitegoiie® of characteristics 
and scores on five-point liking Scales. 

We will also calculate the Standard error 
of Difference between the Mean scores of 
teachers and students, accepted and re;lacted 
by each other. 

It will b® found out what statements are 
attributed to accepted and rejected teachers 
and students on the respective check lists* 

these four steps will give us the relationship 
between students* and teachers*, likings for each other 
and the characteristics of each other as perceived by 

Ihesi* 
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(b) Job-Satisfaction of Teachers 

Relationship between job-satisfaction of teachers 
and Teacher-Pupil Relationship will be determined by. 

Coefficient oi' correlation between scores on 
job-satisfaction and: 

(i) Scores given by teachers to students on five- 
point Liking Scales. 

(li) Scores received by teachers on five-point 
Liking Scale from students. 

(ill) Number of students accepting and rejecting 
teachers on Soclometrlc Test. 

(Iv) Number of students accepted and rejected by 
teachers on five-point Liking Scale. 

(c) Teacher-Teacher Relationship and Its 
Correlates 

Hero we will calculate the coefficients of 
correlation between: 

Cl) Total scores of ratings of teachers on five- 
point Liking Scales, received from their 
colleagues and students. 

(11) Total scores of choices of teachers on Socio- 
metric Tests received from their colleagues 
and students. 

(ill) ^ will also discuss how the teachers are 
liked by students are accepted asad 
rejected by their colleagues. 
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(d) Student-Student Relationship and Its 

SfiXrsiaJiSiL 

Ilals dimension will be studied by the calculation 
of coefficients of cormlation between* 

(i) Ratings received by students on five-point 
Liking Scales from their elassfellows and 
teachers. 

(11) Scores on choices of acceptance and rejection 
received by students from their teachers and 
elassfellows. 

V/e will also discuss how the student.s are 
held by their teachers who are accepted and 
rejected by their elassfellows* 

(e) Intelligence of Students 

How far Intelligence of students is related to 
their being liked and disliked by their teachers will be 
studied by the calculations of ooefCiclents of correlation 
between* 

(1) IQs of students and scores of ratings received 
by them on five-point Liking Scale from their 
teachers. 

(ll) IQsof students and total scores of students 
on their choices of acceptances and rejections 
received from teachers* 
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;-|e will also calculate the significance of 
difference between the Mean IQ of students 
who are accepted and Xej acted by teachers* 
olmtlarly, we will find the iQs of studsnts 
placed in different sociometric categories 
by their teachers. 

(f) Academic Achievement of students and its 
Correlates 

To find the relationship between academic achieve¬ 
ment of students and their relations with teachers, we 
will calciiLate the coefficients of correlation betweens 

(t) Marks obtained by students in the Mnual 
Examination and the ratings on five-point 
Liking Scale received from teachers. 

(il) Maximum marks obtained in the Annual Exami¬ 
nation and total score received by students 
for their choices on Sociometric Test from 
their teachers. 

Significance of Blfference between the Mean 
Scores of students are accepted and rejected 
by their teachers, will be determined. 

Chi-square test will be supplied for the students 
placed in different soeiometrio categories and 
ttaxlaem marks obtained by thw in the Annual 
Examination* 
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Cg) Socio-Economic Background of the Students 
and its relationships 

Tde relationship between teachers* likings for 
students and their socio-economic backgroimd will be studied 
under the following three elements: 

(i) Education of Parents 
(ii) Income of Parents 
(111) Occupation of Parents 

Coefficients of correlation will be determined 
for each element between the arbitrary weightage given to 
it and the score received by students on: 

(1) Five-point Liking Scale from teachers 
(11) Choices received from teachers on Socioraetric 
Test* 

Itandard Error of Difference between the 
Mean scores of Socio-economic Background of 
students who are accepted and rejected by 
teachers will be determined. 

In the end a few case studies will be made of 
students who are enrtreme cases of acceptance and rejection* 
An attempt will also be made to make case studies of a few 
teachers #io are extreme cases of gasceptance and rejection 
by tto'flr students* 


LlMirmOMS OF THE STOm 

(1) %e study Includes a snsai sample. 
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Wq seek to study Teachnr-Pupll Relationship in 
the light of/number of students being accepted and rejected 
by their teachers and number of teachers being accepted 
and rejected by their students in the higher secondary 
classes* Again, in this context, following this very 
approach, m plan to study 3tudent-dtudent Relationship 
and Teacher-Teacher Relationship, This approach of 
studying relationships has been very veil known as 
"3ocl.ometry''* Aad when ve Intend studying classroom 
relationships with this approach, an exclusive chapter to 

be devoted to it is fully justified and we befittingly 
entitle it an ’'Soclometry in the classroom". 

In this chapter, we make an attempt to know 
about "dociometiy" and how ve propose to apply it in our 
investigation* For this purpose, we have divided this 
chapter intoffollowing three sections j 

Section I Soclometry - its mtanlng j • what 

’ ■ thellteriture tells us about this. 

Section IX CoQstmotion of i 

A Sooioaetilo tests and dater** 
mination of consistency of 
ohoieos of teachers and 
pupils* 
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Q Five-point Liking Seales and 
clet6;rminat ion of consistency 
of likings as expressed by 
teachers and pupils* 


Section III A Pilot Study on the problem 


Part X Discussion of certain issues 
relating to Sociometric Tests 
mid five-point Liking Scales, 

Part Y Analysis of 


1, Teacher-Pupil Kelatlonship 

2, Teacher-Teacher Belntionshlp 

3, Student-Student Helatlonshlp 


SHiTIOH 1 


SOGIOMKTBY 




The term 'sociometry’ has several meanings .but 
historically its closest association Is with the 
work of J.L. Moreno, particularly his analysis 
of Interpersonal relations In ‘Wio Shall Survive* 
(1934), Sociometry is traditionally Identified 
with -to© analysis of data collected by means of 
the sociometric test - a type of questionnaire 
In which, roughly speaking each member of a 
group Is asked with ^ich member he would most 
like to oariy out some activity**. 


Sdlls, MtM (1069) Pf, 60 
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Dictionary of Education gives the meaning of 
Sociometry asi 

" The mathematical study of psychological proper¬ 
ties of population groups, includes the evo¬ 
lution and organization or groups and the 
position of Individuals within them". 

Good V,Garter (1959) pp*511 

Boosners (1964,pp 347) has quoted Piplnsky (1949), 
for the clarification of tho difference between sociomctrlc 
and psychometric tests by pointing out that it is the 
function of sociometric test to "focus on an analysis of 
the individual as a member of a group rather than on the 
individual as an entity in isolation"* She further stated 
that the psychometric test makes a frame of reference not 
always applicable to the i^ciometric test* 

Essentially, sociometry is one of the most fasci¬ 
nating techniques for the study of social relationships. 
Jacob L. Moreno (1934) wlio is considered to be the father 
of sociometry, confined It only to the determination of 
social structure in public schools. Since, then, this 
technique has been widely adopted in groups wherever inter¬ 
personal relations have been considered important. Here, 

it is quite befitting to quote Lindzey (1968, pp 452) to 
substantiate this point* 

^ The web of interpersonal relations, l^e attrae* 
tions, repulsions, and indifferences* that 
characterise individual a In Interaction, the 
infowaal organization of groups, the social 
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status of individuals - all these are of in¬ 
terest to the social psychologist, and aspects 
of all may be measured effectively throu^ the 
use of sociometric techniques and related 
devices. Ihese irtibruments are designed speci¬ 
fically to provide a sensitive and objective 
picture of the interpersonal relations exist¬ 
ing within a gaaoup and between pairs of indivi¬ 
duals. Consequently they are of singular impor®. 
tanc© to the emphirically oriented social psy¬ 
chologist. '* 


Soelotaetrlc Test 

The most Important requirements of the sociometric 
test generally advocated by Horeno quoted by Hare (196S, 
pp 127 ) are as follovsJ- 

1 * Ihe limits of the group in -viiich the test 
is given should be indicated. 

2 , Uiere should be unlimited choices of other 
persons. 

3, Individuals should be asked to choose and 
reject other group members with a specific 
criterion or activity in mind* 

4, The results of the sociometric teats should be 
Used to restructure the group 5 that is, the 
group should be reorganized by placing pwple 
together who haye chosen each other as liked. 

5, lixe opinions should be giTen in private* 

6* Qaestiona should be phrased in ways that memben 

ean laxderstsnd* 
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Hare, Paul (1962, pa 127) has stated that, '• In. 
practice, these six rules are followed in only about 25 
per cent of all sociometric studies. " Giving reference of 
Lindzey and Borgatta ( 19.54 ), he elaborates the point say¬ 
ing that most frequent deviations from the rules are the 
limitations on choices and the omis.sion of the action step 
of actual reorganization of the group In line with the 
results of the test, ife discuss in details some of these 
elements of a sociometric test below: 

Mature of Criteria 

•* A strong criterion reveals the more basic and 
permanent social relationships existing in a 
group whereas a weak criterion reflects the 
superficial and fleeting aspects of the group 
structure. ” 


Gronlund ( 19-59 pp 41 ) 

According to Gronlund ( pp 46 ), in general, any 
choosing situation requiring social proximity could serve 
as basis for a sociometric test. However, a sociometrio 
criterion will provide the most valid results for botix 
interpreting "ttie social structure of the group and for 
evaluating the social acceptability of Individual group 
members, If/lt possesses the following characteristics* 

1. Clearly indicates the nature of the activity 
or situation for which the individual Is choos¬ 
ing associates* 

S. Is based on an activity or situation faiallisr 
to the g®on|> members and one on which they have 
real ei>porttjnlty for association* 
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3® Is general enough to minimize the influence of 
;;ltuationBl factors and s'-cllls associated with 
specific activities. 

4. Is based on relationships that are strong, 
fundamental and relatively permanent, 

5„ Provides for reciprocal choice and mutual 
association among the group members. 

Use of Negative Criteria 

Inclusion of negative criteria in sociometric tests, 
poses another problem in the construction of a soclometrlc 
test. 

Gronlund (1959, pp. 47) has discouraged the use of 
negative criteria. He feared that it wuld make individuals 
conscious of their feelings of rejection. He wants the 
elimination of negative criteria as he thinks it Is not 
useful but harmful in Its repercussions. However, he has 
suggested .asking pupils to indicate which pupils they would 
choose last for the activity, rather than have them indicate 
the pupils with whom they do not want association, 

Northway (1953, pp, 6) has recalled the use of 
nefative criteria which served the purpose of distinguish¬ 
ing between *^l3olates*’ and '^ej®ctees” on the sociometrlo 
tests. He suggests omitting ‘last choices’* in ordlnaiy 
routine tests but reooaaends the us© of it for partioiHar, 
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researches. 

Sills, David (1968, pu, 54) has commfnted like 


this s 


*' Rejection of one person by another, implicitly 
Involves active dislike, wtiile ignoring a person 
or not choosing him could indicate merely a lack 
of sufficient contact for the development of a 
crystallised attitude, llion both positive and 
negative forms of the question are used in larger 
groups, hom.'ver, persons vdio are unchosen, -when 
the nositive choice fonn of a sociometric question 
is used tend to be the ones viio are rejected in 
the negative form of the question and vice versa". 

Number of choices 


Necessarily, the number of criteria to be included 
i‘i ;;h- cociometric test depends upon the purposes for wtaich 
it is designed. On this point Northway (1953, pp. 2) has 
stated} 


" It has been customaiy for each investigator to 
design his own sociometric test. Provided 
he knows the group and can select criteria wiilch 
are aptinjpriate to it*, this is a wise procedure, 
Ilow m/ijny criteria and choices to rdlow is, however, 
rather difficult to determine. Statistically, 
the greater the number of criteria and the more 
choices allowed appropriate to the number of 
individuals making up the group, the greater the 
possibility of each person being chosen resulting 
distribution approximating that of normal curve* 
Psychologically, increased criteria, and choices 
increase the difficulty of the task", 

Morthway has quoted studies like Byrid, Eugene 
(1961) and Leob, Nora (1941), ^©rt the criteria have 
ranged in an^er fro® one to eight or ©ore and choices 
from one to ** as many as you like”, 2h the rfsswee of any 
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experimental evidence, he has suggested (1) using of 
three criteria and Cli) allowing three choices in them 
for usual soclometrlc situations tests® 

Gronlund (1959, pp, 48 ) with the support of his 
studies ( 1955 and 1956 ) has suggested five choices to be 
used at the later elementary school, high school and 
college level, 

Kvans C 1962, pp. 3 ) expresses that Ideally the 
number of choices and rejections should be unrestricted# 

He quotes, Borgai-ta ( 1951), saying that particular number 
of choices asked in the soeiometric test, may render the 
results unreliable, 

Fishboin ( in?''' ), doytiioin (1953 ), Izad (I960) 
Loti (1960) are the studies quoted by Llndzey (1968, 
pp, 455) where investigators have limited their data to 
one or two or three choices - such as most and/or least 
preferred group members. 

The discussion remains inconclusive. We note the 
remarks of Gronlund (1959, pp. 47 ) for our guidance^ 
"although there is no research evidence on this point, 
it would be expected that the use of fewer criteria would 
result in more spontaneous and discriminating responses". 

Reliability and Validity 

" The usual measure of reliability and validity 
fto not seem to be particularly appropriate for 
sociometry. Other tests such as those of 
intelligence and personality are based 
assuMtlon that they are measuring a f^torj 
fts^aolty or trait within th® Individual# 
^cioaetry, however is concerned with 
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discovering the preferred relationships which 
are present in a group at a particular time,If 
each Individtial discloses his preferences on 
the test honestly, the test is porfoctly 
reliable and vaLld”. 

North way (1963) pp,l6 

Jahoda (1956, pp. 570, foot-note) says that 
amount of rapport or nearness to a true-life .situation, 
achieved by a sociometric-qnestionnaire, is directly 
associated with the questionnaire's validity. 

Several authors point out that the concepts of 
test-retest reliability and internal consistency ctm be 
relatively meaningless and misleading when applied to 
flociometric data. 'tiio princinfil difficulty In teat- 
retest coefficients lies in the problem of distinguinh- 
ing between ofouls of memory and those of real change* 

If the sociometric test is gl/cn too short an interval, 
infJnioi'y will play an important part in increasing the 
consistency of responses. On the other hand, ii the 
Interval is long, there may be real changes in group 
structure which will lower reliability coefficients. 

The other common method of measuring test relia- 
bility.^.. the split half method is equally unjustified in 
the realm of sociometxy. This method necessitates the 
test to be split Into two precisely equivalent sections. 
Obviously, selection of equivalent criteria is not an 

easy task* 
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In view of these considerations Evans (19625 
pp, 17 ) in-.', Popinfeky (1949) that he wrote "the 

concept of "reliability and validltyas traditionally 
used by psychologists, seem to have little meaning or 
application to the sociometry 

he spite the restrictions imposed on test- 
retest method of determining reliability 5 this very 
method has frequently been used in the domain of socio- 
metry« Gronlund (1959 5 pp. 119 ) say^5 on the reliabi¬ 
lity of soclometric test# 

"vhen applied to sociometric testing, the 
various coefficients of reliability refer 
to the consistency of choice behaviour, as 
reflected in the sociometrlc results, rather 
thrtfi to the characlf.rir.I ios of test itself* 

In a very real sense* then the question to be 
answered is ’'How reliable are sociometrlc 
results?" rather than, ‘^ow reliable is the 
sociometrlc technique?". 

Gronlund (1959, pp. 122-134) has quoted variovis 
studies where this test-retest method is applied. These 
studies have found correlation between choice-status 
indices ranging from #93 to .96* Using retest intervals 
of four days or less, Jennings (1943) found correlations 
of »65 and #66 for positive and negative choices, res¬ 
pectively over an eight month InteiKal in her studies# 

Hare (1962, pp# 139) quotes Mouton^ (1959) r the 
reliability of 53 studies having been analysed in detail 
by these writers# ^ey concluded that consistency of 
sociometrlc ohoioes between test and retest will be 
greater under the foUo-wing conditions*- 
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1® Jh© ijiiiie intf-rVeiX bctwstjn. tBst oijn.<i Tstsst is 
short, 

2® The subjects are adults or near adults, 

3. The stjbjGCts have knovm each, other for a long 
time before the first test. 

4„ Tile criterion of choice by vjhich judgments are 
made is reaevant to the activity of the group. 

5« A large amount of discrimination is requij’ed by 
the techiiique of choosing. 

6® The group from which the choices are made is 
large. 

Northway (1968) by this test-retest method, in a 
long term study of social relations found a high level of 
stability of choices. The correlation between the scores 
was used to determine consistency or stability In choices. 


Obviously, the voluminous literature on sociometry, 
does not give un a clear-cut mandate about the construction 
of socloraetric tests. However, the survey suggests some 
good '^guidelines” to apply the techniques of soctoractiy in 
our problem of teacher-pupil relationship. 


.II 

PJOtT k. OOKS'JWjqTIOS OF SQCIOMgKlC TESIS 

For tha imrposa of our studp, ve beve oonstroated 
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the foliowinp. four testss 

Soclometrlc Test for Teach< r-Pupll 
Relatlonshtp . 

liex’e the teachers -wei’e to vrito the names of 
stuc^ents ( three accepted and three re:)ected ) for each 
one of the three activities, l«o, (i) apnointment of 
monitors, (ii) visiting students* ho^nes and (iJI) taking 
students on educational tour. Thun, they ■were required 
to give nine acceptance and nine re.'Jectlon choices 
(ApTw 9 ). 

2 , Sociometric Test for Pupil-Teacher 
l^latloxishi p. 

This test consisted of three activitlos l.e, 

(i) choice for class-teacher, (ii) choice for house-master 
and (ill) choice for dincussing personal problems. Students 
were to give one acceptance and one ection choice for 
each of the above purposes. In brief they were to write 
three acceptance and three re;3ection choices C App, lO) 

3, Soclometrlc Test for Teacher-Teacher 
Raiations.hip. 

In this test, choices for a (i) task companion, 

(ii) a personal affairs companion and Ciii) a recreation 
companion were asked* Here, also,a teacher was requested 
to give names of those colleagues ■with whom he 
would not like companionship in toes® activities. Thus, 




thx’ee acceptance and three rejection choices vere given 
by each teacher ( App^ 11 ). 

ffilattonshlp . 

The test involves roost widely used ci’lterla based 
on choices of (1) seating companion Cli) work companion 
and (iii) play companion. For each one of these three 
activities, students w jre asked to write three choices 
among their class-mates with whom they would like to 
associate in that activity. 'Hiey wei'e iilso requested 
to write names of three of their classmates with lidioia 
they vrauld not like to associate in that activity. In 
brief each student was to give nine acceptance and nine 
rejection choices (-‘ipp. 12 ). 

Since the cxxxx of socloraetric technique is the 
individual's choice of associates at certain activities 
the selection oT criteria of choice (activities) Is the 
roost important consideration in the devc'lopment of a 
sociometric test. With tills point in view and with the 
view that these tests aimed at the deteimination of 
interpersonal relationships, one of the general principle 
applied in each test, was that the subjects were free to 
choose the same name for more than one activity and were 
also at liberty not to give any name for any one of the 
activities given in the test. 

t«st*retegt adiilnistratlon of SocMmttrlc T ej tg 

'there, 1» mheh oontroveriry about the nature of 
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cilterias number of choices allowed and the use of negative 
criteria in sociometric tests. Ugain, consistency in the 
choices made on the test la also rleslred to be established. 
To test these three orimaiy aspects of a sociometric test, 
these tests were- administered on a higher secondary class 
of 49 students and five teachers teaching this class. 

Four Sociometric Tests and five«point Liking 
Scales were administered and readministered with an inter¬ 
val 0 “ fo\ir days. Administration of these tests and five- 
point scales was fione on students In the class v;hlle tests 
were distributed anoong teachers incllvi dualfL Instructions 
were read out to stud-nts and they were again assured 
about the secrecy of their cholaes. However, one of the 
teachers hc-sitated very much but some persuaolon made him 
give his choices on sociometric test and rate the teachers 
and stud nts on five-point Liking Scales, Again, this 
very particular teacher, refused categorically to write his 
choices or ratings on the rating scales for the second 
time. At^second administration, three students remained 
absent. So for the purpose of analysis, the sample re¬ 
mained as followss 

(a) Four teachers making choices among four 
teachers and forty-nine students and rating 
them on five-point Liking Scales. 

(b) Forty-six students making choices among forty- 

eight students and five teachers and rating 
them on five-point Liking ^ales. 
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The followint' three questions were sought to bo 
answered from test~r<:;tect admiiilotration of the four 
Sociometric Tests; 

(1) The desirable number and nature of activities 
and number of choices allowed to be made in 
each activity, 

Cii) Desirability of the use of negative criteria, 
(lii) Consistency in choices made. 

The following analvsis examines these three questions 
in each of the four coclometric tests, administered in the 
pilot study 

1. aOGlOMaTilLG TllCT r'uK ‘I'KAGililUPUPlL 
KKLATiONJi UP 


Ti\BLK NO. 1 TEACIIbHGV Ag cyif 
r'O.. GTUDiuiii’ S 

Total Number of Toachers =t 4 


No, of Teachers « Choices made for number of students* Total 

1 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 ' 


First adinlnis- _ . . 

tration sxxxxx 12x1*4 


Second admlnis- , 

tration ^ x x x 


1 

X 1 1 X 1 1 ; 4 
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Maximum pos.ilble ^ 4 x 9 = 36 


GtlOXGhJ 

MAJb T'UK NUMBbA OK 

oTUDiSNT^ 








1 

1 

Total Choices t 

Spread over of 

Ghoices 

Mrain Is tration ' 

raaflo for number( — 


___ 


« 

1 

of students ^ 

PerceiitaK© 

1 

Average 


t 




First * 

1 

29 ' 

1 

86® 11 

> 

7 nc 

f ft oO 

Second ’ 

? 

<1 

» 

17 M 

1 

1 

1 

7.00 

.jUtln I|i|m nil 


tabik ia 



mim 


Total Number of Teachers = 4 


No. of teachers 

in 


r I 

tChoices ina'le for number of students Total 
'1 234 5 6789 s 


I 


First a<imlnis»« 

tration ixxlxxxlll 


Second adminis- * i 

tration nxlxxllxl ^4 




GHOI C KS 


Maximum posf.ible -- 4 x 9 s 36 
§IQl.S£i^iik4^ _J':UK NUHliKu O F 


e 

I 

Administration > 


f 


First 


•f 


Spread over of choices 
made for munber i-__ 

of students ^ Percentaf'e | Average 


» 75^00 ' 6«75 

S 

'“^***’*^ ‘~n-~r-^**r% .nr 'n rr mir^ 11 ti rn^-'u^y*- ju- 1 -j—— 


Second 


I 

j 

■) 

X 


25 


I 

I 


69,41 

! 

----!. 


6, 25 


Teachers had freedom to express their nine choices 
of acceptance and rejection upto the maximum frequencies 
of nine students. Out of four teachers only one teacher 

<'V f 

ha$ri^pi’eadoverf'his choices to these maximum allowed fre¬ 
quencies. Average spreadover of acceptance choices goes 
to 7,26 in the first and 7, in the second adralnisIratlon 
of the test, olmllarlv, the average spreadover of rejec¬ 
tion choices are 6.76 and 6.25 in the two tests. From 
this, one oan safely conclude that the number and the 
nature of activities were appropriate, and gave scope to 
full expression of choices from teachers. 

Teachers have responded both acceptance as well as 
rejection choices equally well and have shown no hesitation* 
This again lends credence to the running conclusion among 
these test* that the inclusion of negative criteria 1* 

.faite justified in these tests* In this test| spreadover 
of rejection choices is less tiian the spreadover of 




69 


acceptance choices. Thin shovs that teachers have more 
accentance than rejection of studeuts. 


FOLLOVadii T/iB Ln 
CriUlGnd MADh'B Y 


GtiO'^G THE GQPdl Of 

Tf AGdKKS FOK 0'.L'T;hin?rT ? 


GiioiCKd H^DE yph riUMdat of 


OTTJOA.ff 


k 



1 

!- 



Administration ' Acceptance 

-.. -_1_ 

1 

1 

Hej ection 


First ) 29 

. ....... 1 .. 

1 

1 

27 



1 

Second i 28 

1 

B 

-_s_ 

25 


Students Koceivine Choices i 

'ronuenoy Percentage 

X« 

Both times acceptance from 
the same teachers. 

18 


62.07 

2. 

Both timOvS rejection from 
the same teachers 

14 


51.39 

3. 

First time acceptance, second 
time rej <„«Gtioh from the same 
teac itJ ».'s 

1 


3«45 

4. 

First time reject Lon, second 
time acceptance from the same 





teachers. 

nil 


nil 

5, 

Acceptance at tLie second time only 

lO 


35.71 

6. 

Rejection at the second time only 

13 


58.00 


Only one ( 3.45^) choice of acceptance has been 
changed to rejection choice on second administration of the 
sociometric test leaving 96.55^ of consistency in acceptance 
choices. Again no rejection choices of th# first time have 
been changed to acceptance choice at the second time* ®ii8 
fives hi fnll TOniistency in re^eciion choices# Againj 
both ttmes aoceptanoes being 6S*07 of sttLd@8it,s asA 
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re,lection 51«39j^ adds fair evidence to the conr.lstency 
of cholcog made on the test, Ifc^wever, 52% new frequencies 
In rejection choices and only 35»71^ new frequencies In 
aedeptance choices show the teachers have more rejection 
choices than accentance choices among the students in the 


class 


2 , 

TAUii- 2 pypll^’ ACCapT/JIGK CliOlC^a h 


Total number of students = 46 


No. of pupils in 

\ Choices made 
teachers 
'1 

for number of 

^_ 

1 

~x~ 

Total 

First administra¬ 
tion. 

1 

t 

1 22 

13 

6 

{ 

1 

46 

Second administra¬ 
tion. 

I 

' 31 

__L—--—---- 

13 

2 

1 

1 

1 

u- 

46 


/vCCKP'IhUiCI:; GdOlCi-^ 

Maxiimura possible - 46 x 3 = 13 
OH Oinii,-. t’QR mryiBmi Ot’ TEAChi^ii^ 


. .——' 

T~ 

1 

Total Choices 
made for number 
of teachers 

1 

i 

Spreadover 

of 

Choices 

Mmlnistxation 

1 

1 

t 

Percentage 

< 

r 

Average 

First 

t 

i 

76 

1 

t 

1 

55.07 

i 

i 

» 

45 . 6 ^ 


1 

» 

mmbJL* 

63 

1 

1 

! 

1.66 

1 

» 

t| 

1.36 
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TABLJi a A CHOIGi^.S 

jXjK T K ACHii.R3 

'Xo tal Wumb»T oL' ntudents “ 46 


1 

No. of pupils In ’ 

8 

. * 

Choices 

teachei’s 

1 

made for number of 

2 3 

1 Total 

1 

I 

First adTOinistra-' 
tiou ' 

.... . . 1 . 

12 

IS 

16 

» 

’ 46 

L ... ...... ^ 

Second administra¬ 
tion ' 

1 

19 

19 

8 

t 

' 46 

{ 


UiJECTlOiJ GliOlC bo 

Maximum pos''>lble - 46 x 3 - 13 
GHOIGKS MAUM FOK 0r‘ T^AGim J 


Administration 

1 Total choices made' 

Spreadover 

of Cnoices 


' teachers , 

Percentage 

' Average 

_i- 

Fi rst 

; 96 

1 . . ,, , . i- 

69«56 

' 2.09 

1 

Gecond 

1 31 ' 

1 

1 1 

58.69 

’ 1.76 

1 


Students had i'reedom to express three acceptance 
choices from among five of their teachers i.e* thejr could 
write three names of acceptance, one for each activity* 
But in the first administration only six students and 
in th® second administration of test only 2 students 
hav© given names of three teachers. Most of the students 
have given only 1 or 2 names* Average spreadover remains 
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1®65 and percentage spreadover of acceptance choices 
remalnri 5'u07>l. Agrdn In re;lection choices average 
spi'cadover goes to and norcentage apreadover goes 

to 69®56^ Fox o\ir present puroosc this clearly shows 
that studenls have been quite easily able to exoress 
their choices to the ac • i/it If; • tvcxi. ^aid number of 
choices allowed* More choices allowed would have in- 
vittid only superflous oho'ces or repetition In choices 
thereby minimising f\irther the spreadover or' choices. 

FOLLQW’Il'id T/liLF DHOVid Till OGi. JI dlnM.JY IN 

CHOiCh^ hY PUpi Lh FOu Ti!v/i.OHjwvJ 

QilU-iCnJ MAUlu FOH UllMbnU Ui*' tnAOiuith 


I I 

Mmlnistratl on , Acceptance ' Kejection 

I 

1 i 

First » 76 » 96 

! » 

----- -T- 

Second ' 63 


Teachers KAOeivlng Choices 

Frequency 

Percentage 

73*^ 

1, Both times acceptance from the 
same students. 

56 

2* Both times rejection from the 
same students. 

61 

63*64 

3, First time acceptance, secSond time 
rejection from the same students 

13 

17.16 

4* First time rejection, second time 
acceptance from the s ame students 

4 

4*14 

5* Jtcoeptance at the second time only 

8 

;:i8*69 

6, Bejection at the second tiw only 

83 
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Only choices of acceptances have been 

chaiM'ed to rejection chcjlces at the secontl admlnistratioru 
Thus, tho conriistencv In acceptance choices Is 82»85^a 
Again only A^lAyl of rejection choices have aeen changed to 
acceptance choices on the second time administration of 
the test^ shelving 93,86/^ consistency in rejection choices. 


3, SOGlOi-lKTK IC Tr^T i'Oh 
RhLAT.lOIIoHiP 


TARLh 3 TlAGui:hJ« ACCmPiih'gA CdOlGivG PUR 

Tdx.lU G0l<i.i’..A0hj|A3 


Total Number of Teachers =5 4 


t 

No. of Teachers 

Choices made for number of 

Tot.-il 

in ' 

teachers „ _ 

1 ci »3 

1 

1 

First administra- * , 

tion , 

1 2 1 

, ^ 


Gecond adminlstra-, , 

tion 1 8 1,4 

8 


AGCI:Pi;d^CK OHOIGM 

Maximum possible - 4 x 3 » 12 
CllUiCho FOB NlTKBiAi OF TiiiAChbM 


MwdLnistratlon 

I 

t 

f 

Total Choices mad© 

Spreadover of 

choices 


i 

number ol teachers 

t 

Percentage 

1 

Ave rage 

First 

% 

\ 

1 

8 8 
t 

78.00 

1 

* 

O 

m 

Second 

8 

t 

f 

8 ? 

f 

78.00 

» 

t 

1 

B 
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table 3a TLACHiJta* RbJLCTlO L CHOiCife EOH 
THKIH G OLL EAUDLE — 

Total Ko. of Teacher - 4 


1 

ho. of tfciachei^ 
in 

1 

Choices made 
of teachers 

for number ' 

t 

Total 


1 2 

3 ' 



1 

Firnt adminlstra- 


1 

* 



tion ‘ 

__L_ 

2 1 

1 , 

4 


Second adrainis-' 


'-T- 

i 



tratl.on > 

— ...,, 1- 

1 3 

X S 

4 



KxaiivGTION GHOICi’^ 


Maximum posr.l.'ble - 4 x 3 s 12 


GHOlGLo MADr. EuK MUMbm OF TLAGti^Ko 


Administration 

' Total choices 

1 for number of 

made' 

% 

Spreadover 

of 

choices 


^ teachers 

1. . ,.- . .... 

1 

-. I . 

Percentage 

! 

Average 

First 

1 7 

I 

S 

1 

t 

58,33 

t 

1«75 

Second 

« 

7 

t 

.... 

! 

1 

_L. 

58,33 

! 

-JL- 

1 


Four teachers were to give their three accept¬ 
ance choices and three rejection choices from amofag 
four teachers teaching the same class. As is evident 
from the above tables, only one teacher has spreadover 
his three choices over the number of three freq,uenclet* 
Agaim ^hen tfc® total spreadover of three choices of 
four teachers could be ever 12 frectuencies, this spread- 
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over remains 8 ( 7S%) in acceptance choices and is 
limited to 7 frequencies ( 58,3?.^) in rejection choices. 

This shows that average frequency of teachers’ three 
acceptance choices 2 and of rejection choice is 1,75, 
This shows that number of choices allowd was quite 
sufl'icient to let th€3 teachers express theli' acceptance 
as well as rejection choices quite freely. This also 
gives a satisfactory indication of the appropriateness 
of/nature of the activities in the test which have in-* 
vlted hundred per cent choices. 

The response in rejection as well as In acceptance 
choices is shown. It speaks for the justification of 
the Inclusion of negative criteria in the test. In 
negative criteria the test invites hundred per cent 
choices, but spreadovor Is lesv than the spreadover of 
acceptance choices. It is gratifying to note that 
teachei's have lesser rejection choices than acceptance 
choices among themselves. 

Ai far as the question of consistency in choices 
is concerned, twelve choices made in acceptance have been 
repeated in toto at the second administration, Tills 
shows 100^ consistency in these choices on the test. 

Out of twelve rejection choices, ten are repeated in 
the test at the second administration. We find none 
of the acceptance choices is changed to rejection or 
rejection choices changed to acceptance choice on second 
AdMnletratlon of the test. Tails gives us hundred per 
cent 'Conelstew In both the choice# made on the test. 
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Wo® of students ^ Choices made for number of sbid-nts1 Total 

I 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9* 


^ —- - —- 1 — 

First administra- ’ 

tion ' X X 7 6 9 10 lO 1 3 i 46 


ocoond administra¬ 
tion : X X 7 8 13 7 


7 4 2 . 46 



Admlnl strat l.on» Total choice.^ made Spreadover of choictis 

for number of ’ 

students i Percentage , Avorap.e 


Second ' 245 * 5.44 ' 

« t I 


Tj®LE 4A £gT10N GHQlC nB 

i’otal No. of students == ^ 


No. of students 'Choices mad© for number of students ‘Total 
In '12345 6789' 
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RJtJiiXiTXQN CHOICES 

Maxiraum possible » 46 x 9=414 

CHOIGlilS made for NUMBER OF STUDH'ITE 


Adminlstrat i on 

„ ... .. am,-- 

1 

’ Total choices made 
) for number of 

■~1 — -- 

i Spreadover of 

choices 


students 

( 1 
Percentage , 

Average 

First 

' 260 

1 . . . 

‘ 62,80 ' 
J_ 


Second 

‘ 272 

1 

1 .... 

1 66.70 

« 1 

6.02 


Students were allowed to give thelT acceptance as 
well as rejection choices for nine students (frequencies). 
But as Is obvious from the tables, maximum frequency both 
In acceptance and rejection choices have rarely been mad© 
use of. Students have not given nine names of students in 
each category of choice and have repeated one or more names 
as their acceptance or rejection choices in more than one 
activity. Maximum average frequency in acceptance comes 
to 5.44 and maximum average frequency in rejection comes 
to 6,02. Overall maximum spreadover of acceptance choices 
goes to 61.33^ and of rejection choices goes to 65.70^. 
Obviously^ 9 choices allowed both for acceptance and 
rejection are sufficient to enable the students to express 
their choices. Again the fact that the students have 
given hundred per cent choices botii the times In each 
Mtlvlty, ln41o«t.a th»t the nature of the aottritles 1» 
(inite appropriate and their number eofflolent. If ve 
bad bllbaad more oboioeo, oUher aupeinooa oholoa. 
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would have been made or spread>ver o.f choices among students 
would have been reduced considerably* 

Secondly, as Is obvious from the table, there is 
equally good response in re,iaction as well as acceptance 
choices* Rejection choices have been given a slightly 
more spreadover ( S.dd In acceptance and 6,0s in rejection ) 
among students l.e. more students are involved in rejextlon 
choices than in acceptance choices. It fairly Justifies 
the inclusion of negative criteria in this test, liiclusion 
of this criteria becomes much more essential wVien the test 
is designed to analyse interpersonal relationshps among 
the students. 



First > 255 ' 260 



1, Both times acceptance from the 

same students. ' 157 61,57 

2, Both times rejection from the 

same students. 104 40,00 

3, First time acceptance, second 

time rejection from the same students 7,46 

4* i'lrst time rejection* second time 

acceptance from the same students 15 5,77 

5. Mceptanc® at tti® second time only 88 36,92 

6, Eejection at th© second time only 61*76 
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In the second administration, ther^j are only 
7»4653 changes in frequencies from acceptrance choices 
to rejection choices. This speaks of 92„55i!iof con™ 
sistency in these choices. Again only 5,77'^ chang© in 
frequencies of rejection choices speaks of 94.23?^ con¬ 
sistency in rejection choices. In acceptfince choices 
61^57% frequencies are repeated wizereas in rejection 
choices only 40;;^ frequencies are repeated® Consequently 
in rejection choices, 61«76/t nev frequencies occur* As 
compared to this only 35,92^ frequencies in acceptance 
choices occur as new ones. Fi*om this one concludes that, 
(i) consistency in tx)th the choices of acceptance and 
rejection is fairly high and (11) consistency in rejection 
choices is greater than in acceptance choices. Moreover, 
this analysis makes it clear that vrfien the spreadover of 
rejection choices among the students is greater both the 
times than spreadover of acceptance choices, and more 
additional rejection choices ai’e added at the time of 
second administration, the group is torn with much more 
rejections than enjoying acceptance among themselves, 

GOHCLUSiOMS 

The following conclusions may be drawn from the 
above analysis'* 

1, Criteria adopted and the number of choices 
asked are appropriate and sufficient to make 
the subjects express their choices quite 
freely. 
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Ss Negative crltoria have been fb und to be 
.lust if led in these tests® 

3® The oholces made are fairly consistent® 

P,tlT B P IVd-POlMT LIKIIIG o G AlEJ 

’• Supplementary data are essential if sociometric 
results are to contribute effectively to the 
solution of educational problems and to im¬ 
proved school practices." 

0 ronlund (19 5 )) n p. 25 

Morono has also emnhasised the need of such 
a ntractlce. More, to supplement the information coll¬ 
ected by sociometric tests, four five-point Liking 
Scales for student-student, teach'-r-teacher, pupil- 
teacher and for teacher-pupil relationships were pre¬ 
pared. 

TliesG four five-point Liking icales - two each 
on students and teachers - were adrainlsterod slmultraneo- 
usly with the administration of j-.clometric Tests, The 

four Liking Beales are described belowj 

1. Two Liking Scales for Teachers to express t 

(a) Likings for their students ( App. 3 ) 

(b) Likings for their colleagues ( 4 ) 

2. Two Liking Scales for Students to emre.iQ g 
(a) Likings for theix teachers C ipp. S ) 

Cb) Likings for their cXaasfoXlows CApp. 6 ) 
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Test-retest Administration of Flve-T3oln.t 

Scales ; 


The aim of the administration was to examine the 
fo 11 owin two q.u eat Ion s J 


1, Consistency In total ratings. 

2, Consistency in individual ratings. 

An attempt In helng made to analyse two questions 
in each one of the fo\ir flve-noint Liking Jcnlen* 

0_on 3 i n tenc y i n Total Hatings 


To determine the consistency of ratings received by 
students axid teachc-rs on Liking Ccale.c, coef flcients of 
correlation between total scores ol ratings received by 
students and teachers on two administrations of the LlkinK 
dc. 3 loG were calculated and the results are tabulated beloWf 


T ABLh oH OllIN G 
BLTWKmT THK qCOlLio 


;;iCl kuTd OF CcjhKhLki‘xO:f 
01*' C iHATIO.vh 


31. 31 ze of 
No,* Samel© 
(N) 


1 . 


2 . 


4 1 


46 


46 


Ratings Hade ' begrecn of 

_i b' rc‘ e do m 

, ( N - 2 ) 


By 


For 


I 


, 3tu- 


Stu- , . 

I dents dents 


» 


Teach"* Teach- ’ 


t era 

1-- 


ers 


t 


Teach** 3tu- 
ers * dents 




S*tet- » To ach' 
denti , er® 


I 


44 


2 


44 


’ Inter- 
r ) protation 


I 

.88 ' Veiy sign!- 
t ficant. 


,39 ’ Signifi- 
} cant 


.78 t Very sign!- 
, ft<s ant 

>. I.-.— 

.88 * Signifi- 
I cant 







Jn the case oi' ratinr^') of students ^ there is a 
very slr.nii-lcant relationship between the two scores* r'rom 

this we infer a Gubst.aiitial consistency Ln the ratings 
received by the students. 

hut, because of the very small size of the sample 
In the case o"‘ teachers, correlations found are significant 
at ®05 level only. 


Con slstency in Individual Ka'r.lorm 

Consistency in Individuals' ratings on the four 
Liking scales Is analysed below*. 




Totid No. of Katlngo = 49 x 4 = 196 



First 


Second 


*(18.83^) 1 (40^) ^(46,43:»)'(6.13>) C8.80;“^)l00^ 

'27 ’46 , UO , 11 , 8 |196 

'.I’-,. "^7* ' f 40 1 ( 6 . 61 ^ I (4.80^!100^ 
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ON HlGHjiii 

VALUill C.^4 KMiddL]': snflLii’. 


)lM^Jk9L2X- 

Al'Ii) LONlE 







Administration « 

Higher 

(4&5) 

Middle 

(3) 

(liowe r) 

( 25:1 ) ' 

Total 

j' 

I'irst , 

' ■ ' i 

1 

77 

(39.2S^) 1 

' .--r 

91 ' 

(46.43/^) t 

* —p--, 

28 1 

(11,;';'^:?) ^ 

196 

t 

decond * 

67 , 

(34.17)10 

1 

‘ '• 

110 , • 
( 56. j 

1 

19 f 

(9.69‘/i ) 

196 

100^ 

As far 

concom,ed, there 

number of ratings 

as overall distribution 

is a good difference in 

falling in each scale 

of ratings is 

the percentage 

Value of the 



Llkinp, Scale. Let us study further the discrepancy of 
thir. variation of percentage In the number of ratings. 


Total No, of Uatings » 196 

Totnl No. of Uatings changed = 40 

Percentage No, of Ratings changed= 20.30 


Only 20,3^ changes in the ratings show a con¬ 
sistency in ratings of the order of 79.70^, This is 
considered to be ciuito significant. 
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31' 

3 c al e 

No, 

of Matings' 
first ad- * 

No. of Ratings 

Pei*cen- 

' Percentage 

No f 

Value 

, on 

changed on 

tage of 

1 Cohsisten- 

t 


rain 1st ration i 

second ad- 

tchanges 

' cy 


* 

1 

ra In is t ra tion 

. ij.. ,!■. 

\ 

L 1 

Higher 


77 

? 

20 

* 25,97 

1 

, 74,03 

1 

3 

1 

Middle 

1 

91 

i 

9 

9.88 

\ 

' 30.12 

1 

3 

Lower 

1 ■ 

1 

28 ' 

il 

\ 

33.28 

9 

\ 

' 60,72 

* 


Toted 

1 

1 

196 j 

40 

\ 

1 

1 

t 

\ 


However, 74.03^ and 60.7J:3^^ consistency in higher 
and lower scale valuer, respectively does not give us a 
gloomy picture of tho things. But 20*Vd!p consistency in 

the ratings of middle scale value is q,uite‘ an astonish¬ 
ing one. Tain makes it clear that appreciable decrease 
of the ratings in lower and hignor scale values ( TablelA) 

is reseonsible for increase of consistency in the number 
of ratings in mlAdlo rcalb Vfdue on second administration 

of the tlking Scale. 
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TAiiL ji; 3H0WlMa CiL'J-IGKJ IN NUMOi^tt OF RATINGS 
V/i'-nilN UXGHi!;R MIDDijhi AMD LOWiu'v SGAL-u] ViiLUi..o 
OK THi^ JCALi!] 


'Higher 
' to 
,lowe r 

, Lower 
to ( 

1 Higher^ 

-T" 

M i ddle 
to ' 

lower ) 

Lower 

to 

middle 

1 Higher 
, to 
middle 

•1.. .... 

Middle 
' to 

1 higher 

1 

No, of j 
changes, x 

■*T - 

I 

* X ’ 

1 1 

t 

t 

2 

(91) ' 

11 

(IP.) 

t 

1 20 

■ .. 

1 

1 

70 

’ (91) 

Percen¬ 
tage of ■ 

ChjUVg' T. ' ^ 

« f 

t 1 

. X S 

i 

1 

2* 19 ' 

3-j„28 

t 

25.97 

1 7.69 

t 

—J-. 

. . , 




ThorG 0i2'® n.0 ch,t-t.ngoi-j Iroui h.ighfJi* to Xovjox fjiid Xowsr 
to h.1.grt©!C sGtiXs VfiLu.GS« Th-Xs ni63Jxr) tho liKingn 3.s wolX s.'-^ 
disliklriRs remnin hundred per cent conste tent. All chf^nges 

I 

falling in middle scale value do not speak: of anything else 
but superi'iclal chances only because of prepetition of the 
Scale, Again the data showd tiiat teachers in o„ll have 
involved only 30 3 t\idents ( 6X.2?J) in making changes in 
ratings for their likings and dislikings. It indicates 
that for 38.78';^ students, there is hundred per cent con- 
«i 3 tency in the ratings of teachers. However, as a whole 
79,70^ consistency, and 74.03^ and 60 , 72 % consistency Idi 
the ratings of higher and lower scale values and zero 
per cent changes from higher to lower scale values is 

more than sufficient evidence to ensure us about the 
ifficany of determination of teach- 

lltetngs and dislikings for students* 
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2 .QTUjjil^TS* RiiTlHG^ iH.JU Pi^ldOi^IiU. LIKMG .j OF 
3HF TFACHiikiS "" 

TABLF 2 adOWlNCr XHJ:; DloTHljiFTiOM OF aTUOhNTS ^ 
KAl'ING^ ON FIVA SCALK VALUKJ OF LIKING 

Hatees =; 5 Raters = 47 

Total No. of ratings = 235 


Administration 

1 

1 ( 5 ) 

Liking Scale Values 
( 4 ) ( 3 ) 

( 2 ) ( 1 ) 

B«- -- 

'Totel 

t 

First 

' 87 

’( 37 . 02 ;?^) 

1 

69 

44 

( 18 . 72 ^) 

17 l 3 

( 7 . 23 C:) ( 7 . 66 ‘; 5 ) 

( 

1235 

100 ^ 

t 

Cecond 

t 

' 104 

'( 44 . 25 }^) 

1 

(P. 5 . 11 %) 

43 

( 18 . 29 ^) 

14 15 

( 5 . 96 ;^) ( 6 . 38 )^) 

'235 

‘ 100 ^ 

t 


Table 2A showing tui^ pi.-ii'niBUTioM of 3Ti]d i‘.ntb' 
KATINGo on HIGilEK SCALE V^LLUiio (&HK 

in:Wim"wrKt:Erv]jm l-is Sfl jal I; 

VAL UER c. 2^).> 


Administration 

1 

Liking 

Scale 

Values 

1 

0 

Higher 
. (^4) 

Middle 

(2) 

Lower 

(SScl) 

< Total 

Fir st 

8 

156 

'(66^38^) 

.. f .- 

44 

(18.72^) 

35 

(14.89 %) 

235 

’ 100^ 

--.t... 

Second 

163 

® (69,36^) 

1 

43 

(18.29^) 

29 

(18.33^) 

' 235 

’ 100^ 

8 


As a ^ole V® find nearly 3 % ratings have changed 
from lower scale values to higher scale values. This may 
be due to reservations and hesitations of students to give 
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repeated rejection to teachers on the Liking Scale, How¬ 
ever, we still find a high consistency In ratings^ spread- 
over among different scale values of the Liking Scale* 


Itetalls of changes 
" ■ . . 


Total Number of Ratings = 235 

Number of Ratings changed - 59 

Percentage of Ratings changed = 85,11 

Only 25, llja of changes in the number of ratings 
spreadover to five scale values illustrates 74,89^ con¬ 
sistency in the ratings oi' students on five-point Liking 
Scale, 


Ror 'W){ 9 <Lie- clarification, we further probe the nature 
of those chfjiiges in the5.-e scale Vfiluos. 


table uliONING VA^ThmS Of IWMBHy. oxi 
dlO j , MipiJOm LUwr.n . 


Si’ &ale ' No. of Ratings' No. of Ratings' Percen- ’ Percentage 

No' Value * on first ad- > changed on t tage of i Consistency 

' ministration. i second ad- cbariges 

> I ministration 


8 

1 Higher 

I 


. -— . - " I-- 

156 ' 17 

_-j__ 


10,89 ) 89.11 


2 ' Middle’ 44 

_ t_- 

3 I Lower * 3S 

_ i -— -- 

' Totals* 23S 

f ) 


' 25 

t 

t 

' 17 



» 56,81 1 43,19 

_ 1 

48,57 ‘ 61,43 

I s 
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89.11;^ ratings are consistent In higher scale values 

of the Liking ocale* However, 51,43)^ consistent ratings in 

lowe^ scale values conriot be said to be giving us much 

encouraging level of con:-istericy. However, tiiis does not give 

us a discouracing view of the ratings of students to express 

their likings and dislikings for teachers taking into account 
d 

their understandable difficulty to oxpi'ess repeatedly their 
dislikings for teachers. We can say/' when the students could 
come forward with 14,89;^ of ratings in the lower scale values 
onTflrst administration, it clearly shows that they were quite 
free and frank in their expression of likings and dislikings 

for teachers on the Liking Scale. 

The same picture Is depicted by the following table: 

TABLE 3110WING CHAHGLa IN HUIiBr.h Or' HA'llLdS 
■mTuIH iiiaiIr.U ,Ilipi./Ln / ^vli) SCaLn 

QE THE Llklild sca le 



t Higher 1 

1 to ' 

1 lower ' 

Lower 
to ^ 

higher’ 

Middle 

to 

lower 

* Lower i 
' to 1 

, middlei 

Higher ' 
to 1 

middle 

Middle 

to 

higher 

No. of 
changes 

1 1 

1 6 ' 
Cl56) t 

1 

1 

! 

( 35) ; 

6 

(44) 

1 ' 

6 

' (35) ’ 

ft 

1___ 

11 * 

(166) , 

--1. 

20 

(4.4) 

Percen¬ 
tage of 
changes 

1 r 

, 3.84 ' 

( 

1 s 

t 

31.43 ' 

1 

11.36 

! 17.14 ' 

t 

1 t 

7.05 

45.45 


Number of ratings in parenthesis stands for total 

number of ratings at the time of first administration of 
Liltlne Scale uhieh forms the basisof calculation of percentage 

values* 
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Ratings of students in higher scale values speaK. of 
likings of stxidents for their teachers and ratings of stu¬ 
dents In lower scale values .speak of dlsliklngs of stu¬ 
dents for their teachers. Wo find only 3»84'^ number of 
ratings change from higher to lowei' scale values. From 
this we may infer that there is 96,16;^j consistency in the 
expression of likings of students for their teachers. 

Again, 31,43/3 of ratings change from lower to 
higher scale values. From this, we infer 68.67/» consistency 
In the expresvSLon of disllklngs of students for their teachers 
on the five-point Liking Scale, liiddle Scale values stands 
Cor uncertainty or indiffeient scale Value of the Liking 
Scale, So, changes made from and made in the rai.d(ile scale 
Values are ignored as speakli'ig of uncertain feelings of stu¬ 
dents for the teachers. Vte can well conclude from the 
evidence that 74,89;^ of consistency in overall ratings, 

89.1l;& in the ratings of higher scale values alid 51.43/i 
consistency in the lower scale value, five-point Liking 
scale gives us quite a reliable information In the study 
of students' likings for teachers - basis of oor underv 
standing the student-teacher interpersonal relationship. 

We may arrive at the same conclusion when we con¬ 
sider the number of ratings changed by each student and 
nuffliber of ratings changed for each, teacher as depicted In 
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the following tables 


T Abb ill J HOiah G NUMBljiH 0/ IN HATI MGa KjiCiiAVbD 

BY EACH TiilAGukt IK jjIb'FijaJill-i SGACail ^kim o 


Tr, 

No 

'Higher* Lower 

1 to 1 to 
. lower , higher 

HLdcHe' 

' to , 
ilowe r 

1 

Lower , 
to ‘ 

middle, 

Higiiei' ' 
to ' 

middle ‘ 

Midril e 
to 

higher 

1 

I 

Total, 

1 

—T— 

1 

* T 

X 1 

) 

' X , 

1 

X 

X,, 

X ' 

. _ 

X 

i 

1 

1 

2 

nBWny 

4 4 

! 

< 

X 

5 1 

X 8 

5 1 

1 

1 

14 

3 

\ 

1 

X 1 

’ 1 ' 

' .. t 

2 

1 

X 

10 

1 

14 

4 

1 

1 

1—— 

1 1 1 

1 1 

S 

X 

o ® 

a 

i 

8 

1 

13 

5. 

1 

1 , 4 

B 3 ' 

1 

4 

4 * 

- _ - -- i 

1 

1 

17 

To t;iL 

1 

6 , 11 

» r 

5 

1 1 

6 . 

11 ' 

20 

i 

I 

59 



. .. 1 .1 » ■ 1 - —— 

In these 59 oiianges 

only 32 

: students 

, that 

jL s 



mSSf. are Involved. For 31,15^ students, we conclude 
hundred per cent consistency in tiielr expression oi liiclnss 
and disllicings. 

It is to be noticed that only five students, i«e* 
10.33^ are responsible for six changes in ratings from higher 
to lower scale values. If the criterion of consistency be 
the Chang® fit)m higher to lower scale values, m can say 
that 89*17!^ students are consistent in the expression of 
their likings of teachers on the Liking scale# 

For IX changes In the ratings from lower to 
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higher senile values^ only 7 students (15*28)^) are involved, 
if the criterion of consistency In disliking bo ciianges 
from lower to higher acale values, we can infer from this 
that 34.78;^ of students have given a hmidred per cent con¬ 
sistent expression of dlsliklngs for their teachers. 

This analysis gives us the confidence that ¥4 can 
well make UvS of five-point Liking Scale in the investigation 
of student s' likings and dlsliklngs for their teachers. 


3 . TLACiiih.g' K..TLi^Cid r'Uiv Tllri U PxavJUd 
OF TKiUK GOLLiiAGULL 


TABLk 3 TiiL 1)3 

Oil Tihii FIVh 3C 


lM.„QF_TMGllLh.V 
Oo OF Tiiii; LItaWG 


Ratees = 3 Raters a ^ 

Total Humber of Ratings = 3 x 4 == 12 


Liking 3c ale 


Values 


Minin I-stratlon 


Tota:^ 
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TABLK 3 A auuWlHO DISTaiBUTIOM 01 >' TEACiihlRS' RATlI^d;^ 
QiUilGH. ii.H VAL UM .L_5& 4\.- MIDUbji. 

- Mlj viQAk^ YiUiJ aq 

La&n. 


1 

I 

Admin 1 st rati on. j ™ 

Liking 

Scale Values 

5 

S 

Total 

1 

Higher 
( 5&4) 

Middle 

(3) 

Lowe r ’ 
(2&1) 1 

First ' 

9 

2 

1 

12 

1 

(75;^) 

(16.67/) 

(8,23'/) 

1 

100/ 

Second ’ 

8 

4 

1 

X , 

12 

t 

! 

-k- 

(66,67'/) 

(33.33/) 

X , 

100/ 


The table shows that 8.33;;^ of ratint35 at higher sc'-ile 
values and 8.23^ of ratings of lower scjile values have been 
changed to middle scale values, 'there is no change from 
higher scale values to lower sca3.e values and from lower 
scale values to higher scale values. 

Details of changes 

Total ratings = 12 

Changes = 2 

Percentage of changes = 16,67 

Only 16,67^^ changes in ratings show an overall con¬ 
sistency in ratings of the order of 83,335^. Again tv?o changes 
which have occured are one from higher scale values to middle 
and the second change from lower scale value to middle scale 
value. In these changes, out of four teachers only two 
teacher® are involved)from idiioh we can infer that for 60^ 
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ot teachers there is a consistency of hundred per cent 
level, fills gives us substantial evidence to have con¬ 
fidence in the Liking fjcale to examine the likings and dis- 
likings of teachers for each other, 

4. SflDLNTS' RdTlhGo F OH LlKIdGd Oi'’ 

IhlijlH CLAii»ii*'hLLUVj3 

NJ 

TABLL 4 dllOVriNG TUh DIJfhlijUTluN QK dTUh llTd ' 

LUOiTG ^jILE 

Katees = 48 Haters = 46 
Total Hatings = 46 x 48 = 2203 


Adraini^mtion 

• 

« (5) 

Liking Scale Values 

(3) 

(2) 

(1) 

' Total 

1 

First 

1 341 

’(15.44?5) 

1 

511 

(23.14;^) 

758 

(34.33^) 

332 

(17.30:^) 

216 

(9.78^) 

'22a 8 

tlOO^ 


1 427 

411 

667 

416 

287 

I2208 

Liecnnd 

,(19,33i^) 

r 

Cl9.43;iS) 

(30.16/i) 

(13.84^) 

(I2.09,i) 

0 

0 


Tki3hv. 4A diiOWlHG Uld T ulBIJTiOn UF STUUhNTd' R/a'llIGS 
Uil .hlGti4h_..^C.Al^.iV VMhG_(. 5S:4UMimfe..jiCi|,K 
VALUa Cal Mi^..J.QW4i_JGia.A XA fa.j^i 


Administration 

t 

Liking Scale Values 


1 

«1 

Total 

i 

Higher 

(5&4) 

Middle 

, . (3). 

Lower 

C 2 &I) 

1 

First 

1 

t 

862 

(33,585^) 

* 758 ' 

• (34.33^) , 

698 

(27,08^) 

1 

1 


Second 

1 

1 

1 

838 

(38*76^) 

> 

667 » 

; (30.16^) , 

703 

(30*935^ 

t 

1 

8208 

lOO? 


In the tables, total nmaber &f ratings and tJaelr 
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percentage showi In parenthesis in all scale values, 
sijoa.'i tj/ a lgii consistenc/ In overall dl st ribution of ratings. 

ilils gives us quite a satisfactory consistency 
of ratings taken as a vhole. But this should not be con¬ 
sidered suft'lciont. We have to ex;iniine In detail the 
consi'-.tency of ratings of each individual received by him 
on this Liking Scale. 

De tai l s of Changes 

Total Numbesr of Ratings ~ h.-.'JW 

Mo, of Ratings changed - 967 

Percentage of Ratings changed = 43,70 

This gives us 56,30)15 consistency l.e. as a vlioie, 
on the second administration of the Liking ocale, 56,30 
per cent of ratings find the same scale values and 43,70^ 
of Pratings undergo a change, 

TjlBLL dllOWIi^O PA-ffJWu^' Oi’' KUKBLK OR OH/lJGLO IM 
MD LOWbll ijCiiLb YiLhUto 


’ Scale 
value ' 


1 Higher | 


2 ’ Middle , 


3 ‘ Lower ' 
* * 




No. of Ratings,No. of RatingsiPercen- 
on first ad- ,changed on 'tage 

ministration .second ad- 'changes 

,ministration ' 

t 

852 I 329 ' 38,SL 


768 '399 ' 52t64 

s » 


698 ,2^ I 39,97 

i t 

WB ‘ 967 ! 

I I 


'Percentage 

•Consistency 

( 


' 61,39 
1 


‘ 47,36 


I 60, CB 

L., __ 

I 


I 
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28 


Mien a student rates f. student at higher scale 
Values^ he expresses his liking fox hitu aiid ’when he rates 
the student at lo-wer scale value^ he eicpresses his dis- 
Uklng for him. Midtile scale value speaks of uncert,-dnty 
ry? coi; rater of his feelings for the ratees or at the most 
we am infer an Indifferent feeling of the rater for the 
ratee. Again, efJect of general impression also leads to 
the middle sc^ae value of Liking Scale. Obviously, >Jhen we 
are interested in mfitlng usf; of this Liking ocale to probe 
Into the interperson<fL relationships among individufils, we 
have to look into the liking find disliking ot the individuals 
for one another. So, the rating.s of higher scale values and 
lower scale values of the Liking Scale are of fiuidamental 
importance for us. /ind here we find quite a reliable con¬ 
sistency of 61,39^ and GO.Ol^for the ratings of higher and 
lower scale values respectively. Fi-om this we may conclude 
that low figure of 56.30^ consistency be due to the large 
consi‘■■tency ( 52,64/-i) in the number of r,a ting:; i-n bUn mideJ.# 
scale value of the Liking vScale. However, for more clarili- 
cation we study the number of ratings changed within these 

three scale values, 

TfiRLi. AHO'WING iN HTMBjtH OF 

HlGiiEK,MIDDLE M W LOWiiK l.Cj^Liil ^ 

— I Hl^er ' Lover ; Middle ^ Lower”^ Higher 1 

i to * to t to J to * to s VO 

inwe^T * higher , lower ’ middle | middle, t 

lo of * X61 f X09 ’ 199 ‘ 

ohlagL- ( 8 S 8 ) ; (S98) . (753) ' (5i>8) , (852) . (7W 

.. . ' •'*' '* I ^ 

Perettt-^ i 30,33 *26,26 1 21#74 j 20,89 j 26,39 

tagtof* **«*«^ , \ , I \ 

»-—-————-- 
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In this tablej numbers in parenthesis show the mim- 

'1^8 

bers of.' ratings nt the time olrrirot adm.lnistration in the 
scale value from which the number of ratings undergo a 
chr-inge and wuich form the basic of our percentage values* 

The table exhibits that 17^72% ratings of the higher 
scale vjiLue change to lower scale value;-,, lirallarly, 18,23^ 
ratings of the lower .sco.le value chatage to higher scfil© 
Values, It, .show eovi -i iy rtii,.ble cons.l:’toncy of 82,16/^ 
and Ql„77% o:' ratings in thn-.e two hirhest and lowe.st scale 
values respectively, v/e cannot, therefore, minimise the 
sig'-inifleant information about the likings and dislLkings 
of students among, each other, furnished by this Liking 
3c ,'il e, 


Let us study more deeply the number of students 
involved in or responsible for the changes of ratings from 
one scale value to the other scale value. 






V iiLUhvi 


Cd/I-iQ ii,3 
ilAUk UY 


i N it ij,T iii ti3 di Thi il „ ulFfHT 


NUMhihx Of 3TUUKIlf3 OM THk 


LI KM 


I i S 1 Ij' J 




Range of Humber of changes ho. of students mak ing 

sJiaag.^ 


30 - 34 

6 

25 - ^ 

7 

20 24 

14 

15 - 19 

IS 

10 - 14 

1 

-6-9 

1 


0 -4 


2 
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Majority of students 29 i.e, 63»04'/i are found to 
cnange their number of ratings In between 15 to 24 1. 0 , 
30.6li>^ t', 49.395^ only* 

There are 151 l.e. 17,72?^ of chfinges in the ratings 
from higher to lower scale values. But in these changes 
13 students i.e, 28,26/^ play no part and only 33 stu'^'ents 
i.e. 71.74;^ are Invol-red to mahe these ch.'mBes. These 33 
students make changes In thc-ir ratings in the mfuxner as 
shown below; 

TABho GIlUhlHO CtihdaKd Ul TUB HaTIKGG OB 
' illGHBU oGAnb VAPUrJ 


Range of Number of changes 
in the Ratings. 

. T"— 

1 

! 

Changes 

made by students 

! 

Numbo r 

1 

Percentage 

9 •» 12 

1 

6 

' 18.17 


t 


28 

5-8 


4 

12.12 

! 

1-4 

* 

23 

. 69.69 

! 

A, large number of 

students i.e 

. 69 , 69^ limit their 


changes from higher to lower scale values to the maximum 
of 4 only. It again shows the high consistency in the 
expression of likings of students for the classfellows on 
the Liking Seal®, 

Similarly in IO 9 changes made in the ratings of lower 
scale Values to higher scale values» 20 students 1,©. (43.^^) 
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have played no part in thosr’ changes. Ihese changes are 
merely attributed to 26 students, uo, here for 42.48y« stu™ 
dents we can infer hundred per cent consistency in the ex¬ 
pression of their disllkingo Cor their clonsfellows. More 
evideneci comes from the following table’* 


/ 1/03^ ddOhlMG Ghid^ObJ Id I'HE OF hO\m 

,y d(JjUjh_VAbUji;D. 


I 

U||nce of I-lurabcr of changes ‘ Changes made by students 
in the Ratings. | 

* Humber | Percentage 


9 

5-28 

1-4 


5 1 . 3.85 

’ 7 ' 16,92 ■ 

» 

‘ 18 ' 09,23 

1 ! 


Here again 69,23^ of students have shown changes 
in ratings from lower to higher scede values upto the maxi¬ 
mum frequency of 4 only, 'i'here is only one student who 
changes his 9 ratings from disliking to liking values. Here, 
again this indicates a reliable consistency in ratings made 
by students to express their dlslikings for students in the 
class. However, this consistency is higher than the consi- 

jerrt 

stency found in the express; of likings. 

On the basis of high consistency of ratings, we are 
justified in saying that five-point Liking Scale fetches us 

xellablB ma watlon to study the Interpersonal relationships 

amng studmts. 
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GONG 149 SIGHS 

1, In these Liking Scales, there is h;lgh consistency 
in overall ratings. 

2. Minimum consistency is found in the higher and 
lover scale values. 

3. Since, higher scale values stand for likings and 
lower scale values stand for dislikings, there 
is a significFjnt reliability in the expression 
of likings and dislikings among the raters, 

4, Because of the consistency, Liking Scales can. 
serve as sunplementaiy tools for sociometric 
tests for analysing the Interpersonal re-lation- 
ship in tile classroom. 

SL GTlO n 111 

in Sections I & II, we have examined some of the 
pei’tinent questions in the construction of Sociometric I’ests 
and five-point Liking Scales. In this Section III, a pilot 
study is discussed. This study was conducted using these 
tests and scales. 

?m 0 mSGUShlOMB OF GEHTaIN 13JIJB3 idilLATlM. 

TO SOGIOMtTRlG TjBSTS AHD kIVfcJgQfflT 
LllCIi^g SQALaB 

|alloving three issues are proposed to he disouased 
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here 5 

CD Precautions to be observed In the administration 
of iJociometric Tests and five-point Liking scales, 

(2) Welghtages to be given to the choices, in order 
of preference, made on the iioclometric Tests„ 

(3) Efficacy of five-point Liking Scrdes in serv¬ 
ing as tools supplementing the gociometric 
Tests in the determination of Interpersonal 
relationships. 

'mm 

Tenth class pupils of two schools - one government 
higher secondary school for boys andf'other^ government higher 
secondary school for girls from the name locality wre selec¬ 
ted. Pupils fixjm the tenth class for the pilot-study were 
talcen becciuse our pTOblem was to study the Teachfr-Pupil 
Helatlonship at higher secondaiy level and tenth class is 
the cla'-s which is the midway class in a higher secondary 
course of three years. In brief the sample consisted of; 

(i) 31 girls and 6 teachers teaching a tenth class 

of the girls* school. 

(ii) 42 boys and 6 teachers teaching a tenth class 
of the boys* school. 

B aMlNiaTRAl'ION OF aQ&IQKETKlG.TEgl8„.AIB 

FIVE-POINT LIKING SC^ALfeS, 

Tests and scales were administered to the pupils 
th# teachers, individually. Test-retest administration of 




these tests and scales on a differfnt sample has already 
been discussed In Section I and Section II, TliLs ig the 
third time that the investigator administered these tests 
:m'! scales but for the first time to the sample selected 
for the study. These administrations indicated the follox'j- 
ing precautions in the application of these tools. 

It is Important that the investigator gets all 
cooperation and necessary facli.ities in the school vlioro he 
conducts ‘uis study. The Head of th.,' Institution, should be 
convinced of the importance of the problem under investi¬ 
gation, He should be made genuinely interested In the prob¬ 
lem. It is helpful if he introduces the inver,tlgator to the 
teachers on whom the tests and scales are to be administered, 
A dosiroable rapport between the investigator and the teacher 
is a prerequisite to conduct any research wor'k; in the school 
specially wtien the on;] set of investigation is Interpersonal 
re Intionsh i x)S. 

2. Simll.arly, rapport with pupils is higlily connii- 
cive to the administration of these tests and scales The 
preliminary information about the names of the students 
themselves and the teachers teaching them may be collected 
with the help of the students. 

The investigator may tell the students and 
teachers that he is conducting research work in Education 
and need not disclose the nature of the problem as such. 
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He may request the teachers and pupils to he present in the 
school on the date mutually decided to solicit their co¬ 
operation in the investigation. 

4« The following tests and scales were adtnlnls-. 
tered on students and teachers*. 

On Students 

7- (i) Two LiTclng Scales, one to express their likings 
for their classfellov/s and the other to express 
their likings for their teachers. 

(ii) Two vSociometric Tests, one to express their 

preference for their classfellows and the other 
to exuress their preferemce for their teachers. 

On Teachers 

(i) Two Liking Scales, one to express their likings 
for their colleagues and the other to express 
their likings for their students. 

(ii) Two Sociometric Tests, one to express their 

preferences for their colleagues and the other 
to express their preferences for students. 

In brief, two Liking Scales and two Sociometric Tests 
were administered on each student tod teacher. However, it 
was felt that it was not advisable to administer all the 
four of them on the same day. It wuld be better to adminia- 
ter the scales on one day and before the tests; and the 
tests on a following day for the following reasons* 
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(1) It is easier to administer Liking facales than to 
administer Sociometric Tests# It Is easy to 
explain how to rate simply by tick-marks against 
names than to express the choice for association 
in activities, 

(ii) Again, students and teachers both will also find 
it quite easy and enjoyable to express their 
likings for their teachers and students res¬ 
pectively wirien these names are given in a list 
rather than those with whom they will like 
to associate. 

5, Students should first he given the Students' 

Liking Scales and irainedlately after completing them Teacliers' 
Liking Sceles should be administered. ISxpresston of likings 
for their classfellows may be appreciated by students. This 
will motl/atc them to give expression to their likings for 
teachers too. 

It was also realised that written instructions 
should be read out ,and also clarified on the Black-board. 

The investigator should welcome students who want further 
clarification. Students should be requested to return the 
scales as soon as they fill up, giving them no chance to make 
changes in their spontaneous responses* However, no time 
limit is required but undue delay should be discouraged 
and Che deed. 




6, The administration of Teachers' Liking Scale may 
be oreceded -wiLth the following additional remarks, "You have 
expressed your liklags for your classfellows. Mow you are 
given an opportunity to exi:;)ress yonr likings for your 
teachers. Be free and frank and express your likings with¬ 
out any fear .and hesitation or consult at i''ui with your friends. 
Host as.sured, vonr ratings -vrill not bo shfim. or told to 

yonr teachers or even to the Principal and they will not be 
made use of for any purpose other than thi.s research worlc”. 
Students wlio might show thnir unwilllngnoss to rate their 
teachers or clas.sfellows should b ; requested to sec the 
investigator individually, if the investigator falls to 
persuade a student to 'Ive his ratings, the student should 
be exoin dec! from the sample. 

It is advisable that the ratings are checked then 
and there so that any left out and missed cases may be dealt 
with iniraedlatcly by tho investigator after the administration 
of tlie scales. 

7. We administered on students first Students' 
Liking Scale and then Teachers’ Liking Scale. But, in the 
case of teachers rev>.-.x'se order of administration of these 
scales seemed better. Teachers iUnd it easier to express 
their likings for students and this prepares them to express 
their likings for their colleagues, k little explanation 
before the administration of these scales on them was found 
to b® quite sufficient# 
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Baus inheace of both the st^idents Eoad the teachers, 
likings for sfii'H-uts were asked first. 

8 a Seating arrangement for students be such that 
they do not know wtiat the oth( r is writing. If necessary 5 
the class should be divided into tvro groups. Simi Larly 
teachers should be given tests and scales individually. 

0 . On the second day of administration fixed for 
dociometr’ic Tests, students should be given students' oocio® 
i;" L t.‘ • 'fost and Teacliers' Sociometric Test in that order, 
llse order should be reversed ior teachers, 

iO. ihsentees should. If possible, be contacted 
the following day and If necessary may be called from homes 
or be contacted at homes. 

Bronfenbrenner (1945) considered weighted scores to 
be a reliub of socioniotrlG status, 

Northway ( 1940, 1946 ) has suggested giving of 
five points for the first choice, three for the second find 
two for the third, but there appears to be no theoretical 
justification for this or any other welghtage. 'ihough 
Northway (1940) found that by using this system the scores 
were distributed in a foim which approximated bo the upper 
half of a normal distribution. 

Qronlund (1955) tried several weighting systems 
and concluded that the relative social status of his sub- 
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Jects ¥as the same with weighted and unweighted scores, 

He has suggested that each choice be given a value of one 
regardless of level of choice, 

Brenstedt (1956) had also concluded that weightage 
makes no difference in the detemyilnation of sociometrio 
status of an individual in the group, 

28 WEIGHTAGii; TO BE GlVUl it) GdO lGEd 

We are exclusively interested in the study of 
choices in order of preference. Ihe que::tion is examined 
by giving arbitrary weights to different choices made In 
order of preference. The question of vreightagf s to b<.'. givr-ri 
to each choj.ce arises, when there are more than one choice, 

In order of preference in the same activity. 

Our objective in asking more than one choice for the 
same activity remains merely to know the persons a chooser 
has good relations with. We could achieve this objective 
even by enlistinp more activities on the test and asking 
one choice for each activity. Here, selection of activities 
poses a problem. The investigator found it difficult to en¬ 
list different activities under general criteria to be adopted 
in these tests vihich are designed to study the Interpersonal 
relationships. Our motive to ask more than one choice in 
the same activity Is to provide the chooser a full oppor¬ 
tunity to express all his choices in the group. 
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In the following two out of four Sociometric Test^^ 
three choices in each of the three activities have been 
ask eds 



In this test, there are three activities. Each 
student gives three like (acceptance) choices in order of 
prcff!rence and three dislike choices (rejection) in order 
of degree of dislike in each of th© three activities, 

() Sociometric Test for Teacher-Pupil 

In this test there are three activities. Eacii 
teacher gives three like (acceptance) choices in order of 
pre-ference, and three dislike (rejection) choices in order 
of degree of dislike for students in each of the tli’^'^'-'o hc/gI- 
vitles. 

Wo Lgh tag es to be given to the choices made 
on thc’ ;-3oclometrlG Tests In order o f 

Following arbitrary wei.rhtages have been given to 
various preferencesJ 

1 , Acceptance Choices 2. Rejection Choices 

1, First Preference +3 First Dislike -3 

a. Second Preference +2 2. Second Dislike -2 

3 , ‘Third Preference +1 3* Third I>islike *1 
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The arbitrary weightages of +3, 4-2, +1 are given 
only on the bases of order of preference of the choice# 

Coefficients of correlation vei’e calculated by 
two methods, that is, hank DiiTerence Method and Product 
Moment, between total scores arrived at for each student 
iw both the tests by assigning the choices, firstly the 
arbitrary wcightages as given above and secondly weightage 
of +1 to each acceptance choice find weightage of -1 to 
each dislike choice. 


T’lUbji t. TAjBLM jnOV/lMC GOEB'kICiihn'J UM C OK uKLATjUt 

Bki'WkkM THk TOTitu SCOkli; ON JOGlOrhiliU.G TEST 


+3 +2 +1" -1-1 

UlVid'I IXj AGCi'PTMGE MD KKJDG'flO^~ 


ChUlCEG RESPIiXJTiVELY, 


• Size of sample | Degrees of Ere 

dom, 

' (N) r (N - S) 

^---j- 


Boys" school ' 42 , 40 

Girls' school * 31 ^ IB 



By 


For 


Boys' 

school 


1 


Girls’ 

school 


' At *05 and #01 
’ level 
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We find very significant values of both ^ and r„ It 

showri a substantial relationship between the scores on 

A 

choices with both the schemes^arbitrary welghtages, that 
is, +3, +2, +1 and +1. We may infer from this that socio- 
metric status of an individual calculated with these two 
different welghtages assigned to choices, remains the 
same. But this is an overall picture of the things. \^en 
we are interested in the study of interpersonal relation¬ 
ships and have asked the choices in order of preference, 
it Is quite advisable to calciilate sociometric status of 
all members of the gt-o up with the different welghtages 
being given to the choices in order of preference, 

3, HOW thUi WIVB-POlNl' LIKING dldWK AS 

SUPPLrl^rWTAKY T OOLJ WITH duClOMhmiG ThS'fd 
IM THh Phi EHt’liWATlOH OK INThHPBRSOrjilh 
KhLAiiondhip . ' 

2 B On Sociometric Test a subiect expresses a number 
of his likings among the group and is silent about the rest 
of the members, so that we have to Infer that he bears 
indifferent relations with the other members of the group. 
But on five-point Liking scales, each one of the members 
of the group gives his expression of likings for each one 
of the members of group. However, the middle value of 
Liking Scales again stands for indifferent relations. Yet 
there is clear expression on the Liking Scales vliereas we 
have simply to infer indifferent relations for the members 
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of the group >±10 find no place on Socloraetrlc Test^ by the 
chooser^ In a sense, tests and scales supulement each 
other. But as the choosers have to make specific choices 
of acceptance and rejection on the Socloraetrlc Tests, 
so these tests are considered to be “Primary Tools" in 
the collection of data about interpersonal reLatlonships® 

In the analvsir, of tost-retest administration of 
hiking dcKiles, it has been shown that there is quite a 
signific;'int consistency in the ratlni-.s of higher and lower 
scale values vhlch express likings and dislikings. A reli¬ 
able consistency in the expression of likings and dislikings 
on five-point Liking Scales gives us a fairly good amount of 
confidence in making use of them in the analysis of inter¬ 
personal relationship. The question is further examined 
by calculating coefficiBnts of correlation between the 
total scores on five-point Liking Scales and scores on 
Snclometrlc Tests on the basis of choices received by the 
teachers and pupils. The results ate tabulated below? 


28. TABLL ShOblHU GOEFflClid^TS Ok GQRUihAriOLi BbTViPxh 
THE TOTAL dCOHbB OH KlViihPOim^ LJKI|fG...bCaL|!;A_M£ 
THE SGOKES ON EQGICMEfnm TEBT.S ON, 

V(EIGHTAbES .^3, +1 GlVnll 'TO THE aiiOICjiiH OF 

AGGEPTiWCE AI^P KEJ EG.TI.QN 



! 

* 

Size of Sample 

» 

Degrees of Freedom 


« 

(N) 

% 

(N - 2) 

Boys* 

■. ' ' } 

school ^ 

42 

t 

1 

$ 

40 

airls* 

school * 

« 

31 

1 

1 

*1— 

20 











I 


By 

'i'or 

1 

s Boys’ 

, school 
. r 

1 

F ' 

Girsl' 

school 

r 

1 

f ' 

at ,05 iJi: ®0l 
level 

Teachers 

' Pupils 

I 

, *77 

.62' 

,36 

,78 

» 

Ver;/ slf3:n,ifleant 

PUDils 

tPunlls 

' .39 

j_ 

,59' 

! 

,73 

,79 i 

1 

Very significtmt 


TAJ3LJi 2 'JOl^lVlG I I'l -r jli Oi-‘ 

l ji!iTwEM''i T-ilij, Tu T 4 L Ui^J oi ? i''lYi^ 

POI NT LlKi^g ;v;D ITi O SGOHK--1 

ON :lOCXuMiimiG T iii lTj OH Ttlr. dAUa ON 
l^OlGIITAaNO -H G I VlIi TO TUN 011010^0 

ON AGGOPT/il^CK Al^i 0 I N IL'ION KNGP^- 
TxVlLY. 


t 

Choioes Made ' Calculated Values for Interpretation 


By 1 

1 

----1— 

' 

lor 

9 

Boys’ 

school 

1 

1 

Girls’ 

school 


' at .05 & .01 
, level 

t 

1 

r 

P ' 

r 

P 

1 

1 

TM-.ohers , 

If 

P up 11.9, 

.76 

. 73 ; 

.94 

.81 

’ Ve ry si r,nl f 1 c ant 

I’up 11 S t 

Pupils, 

_ L, 

.63 

, 62 ! 

1 

. 64 

.84 

' Very significant 

r 


TAdLN 2*1 

Size of sample (N) = 6 
Degrees of 

frredom (N - 2 ) = 4 


Choices Hade 
By I For 

t 

1 


} I 

' Calculated Values for 

I' -■■■ m 1 . --- - y •'—- 

> Boys' I Qirls' 

' school ' school 

■ r _ P ' r _ P 


Interpretation 


at .06 & .01 
level 
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Tables 1 and 2 depict a reliable correlatlon between 
the data collected with the help of ooclometrlc Tests and 
five-point Liking Scales. Surprisingly v/e find in the case 
of boys* school in Table Mo. 2,1, th-* correlation is not 
significant between the scores on five-point Liking ocale 
and score on Sociometric Test on the basis of choices given 
by pupils to teachers. But in the case of girls' school, 
this value is significant but for, teachers and teachers, 

It is not significant. However, but for this exception, 
we con infer that five-point Liking Beales give information 
significantly correlated with Sociometric Tests. This argu 
merit i*;' further substantiated by tiv.; following analysis. 

For the sake of analysis, students vtio get only 
acceptance choices ( and no rejection choice) have been 
defined as 'acoeptees* and those who get only negative 
choices ( and no acceptance choice) from their teachers 


have been defined 'rejectees*. 

TABLBB JIIUVZINO PEhGLNTAdK RaL'iNGS OF TRACjiBRG OH 


D lBUL .AT.t!ic> 

BOYS' 3G 


Choices 


Liking 

Scale 

Values 




(4) 

(3) 

(8) 

(1) 

Acceptees 

116.67 

48.45 

31.81 

3.03 

00 

RJectees 

! 1.11 

16.60 

53.89 

17.78 

5.50 

Isolates 

I 00 

1 

25.00 

75.00 

00 

00 
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In boys* school ratings of acceotees are mostly 
{€>5^12%) at the higher sc,ile value and a very nogllgiblG 
number ( 3*03/5) fall In the lover scale values.,5^ tliis way^ 
the information on five-point scale complements the Infor¬ 
mation received on SocLometrlc Test. 23*28^ ratings of 
re.lectees fall in the lover scale value s which again com- 
nlements the data collectfd on Oociometric Test* £35 
ratings of isolates as shovni on .'bciomotric Test fall in 
the higher scale values which 'dso stand for llTLngs 
(acceptoes). We can find out the subject who are found 
to be isolates on ooclomctrlc Test but are liked (accepteos) 
on five-point Liking Scale, adding to the number of 
accentees. This way five-point Liking Sccsle supplements the 
data collected on Sociometric Test* 

Almost similar picture emerges when we examilne the 
rollovdng table for girls' school*. 

TAI3LK 2 KOH GlKbJ* oGn OOL 


« 

Choices ‘ 

1 

Liking 

(5) (4) 

3c ale 

(3) 

C2) 

Values 

(1) 

S 

Acceptees , 

29.^ 

43.47 

18.75 

6.25 

1.56 

Hejectees * 

00 

10.41 

52.05 

27,11 

10.41 

Isolates ‘ 
» 

00 

^,16 

58.32 

8,33 

4,16 


1*^ In girls' school 73,16^ ratings of acceptees fall 

in the higher scale values of 4 and 5, And 37*52^ ratings of 
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rc.-lectee.s fall in the scale values of 1 and 2. In this caso 
it is seen that rc;)ectees p,et their maximum of r-jtln':s in 
the middle scale value. Again isolates gejt 29*16;^ ratings 
in. higher scale vnlnes and 12,49^ ratings in lower scale 
v-'inch', can find, out wiriich isolates are liked 'Uid dis¬ 
liked by teachers on th' basis of higher ratings rand lower 
r.atingn received by them, '.Juite evl'iently, five-point Liking 
dc.'d e sufiplcments and complements the oociometric Tests in 
the analysis of interpersonal relationship among teachers 
and pupils* 

'hae same line of analysis holds good when vre eKsiminf 
th<,- ratings of students on five-point Liking dCflLe for their 
teachers aiid their choices among teachers on Socioraetric 
Tests* 


d'HlDLNTd . 

TMiLL 1 BOY..' JCUOOL 


TALLLu uilOWlHG UATiL’Gd KE^hiyr-D B1 TLACIlbHd U h 
FIVL-POINT LIICIITC 6G:sLB /dvD NlJMBnli Ok CriOigjjo 
CTAVADBY ON'LOCimh-TKlQ TriJ^ FhOM Tlilil K 


Teacher 

No 

No, of choices 
Received 

1 

t 

1 

Liking 

3c ale 

Valie s » 

Total 

scale 












score 


( 

Accep¬ 

tance 

1 

Rejec¬ 

tions 


(5) 

(4) 

(3) 

(2) 

/ ^ ^ 

Cl) 

1 


1 

S 

12 


6 


27 

7 

6 

0 

0 ' 

181 

2 

1 

14 

1 

1 

4 


22 

10 

5 

3 

0 ‘ 

( 

171 

3 

t 

3 

1 

49 

1 

17 

8 

2 

3 

10 t 

139 

4 

1 

1 


f 

i 

2 

1 

34 

4 

2 

0 

( 

0 , 

19S 

S 

t 

10 

1 

14 

1 

1 

26 

9 

& 

1 

0 ' 

178 

6 

i 


1 

0 

! 

34 

3 

3 

0 

0 ' 

191 
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table 2 O IKLS* SCHOOL 


Teache 

No 

r' No. of choices ' Liklni 

, received 

g Ccale 

Values 

Total 
® scale 


' Accep 
t anc e 

He^ec- (5) 

ti on 

(4) 

(3) 

C2) 

(1) 

' V.. w X e 

f 

1 

31 

1 ’ 22 

5 

4 

0 

0 

® 192 

2 

! 15 

13 , 10 

7 

10 

1 

3 

1 

113 

* 

3 

23 

3 ! 15 

7 

7 

2 

0 

' 128 

4 

14 

11 ’ 11 

9 

9 

1 

1 

121 

5 

7 

r 

26 ' 13 

4 

7 

4 

3 

113 

6 

' 0 

29 ' 9 

1 

6 

11 

5 

0 

112 

8 


It is 

seen in Table 1 

that 

th‘. teacher 

who 

(31 No 6) 

gets maximum number of acceptance choices 

C 44 

choices) is 

nlaced 

in the higher scale value-, o 

f Liking Scale by 

37 out 

of 40 

students 

and none places 

him 

in the 

lowrr 

scale values. 


And, the teacher -vrfio ( SI No 3 ) gets maximum number of reje- 
ction choices C 49, choices), gets , too, the maximum number 


of ratings in lower scale values of Liking Scale by 13 stu¬ 
dents. 

Similarly, in Table 2, it is seen that Teacher No. 1 
gets 31 aOceptancG choices on Soclometric Test, is given 
ratings of higher scale values on five-point Liking Scale 
by 27 out of 31 students. Again the teacher who gets no 
acceptance choice on Sociometric Test, gets the minimum 
of ratings on higher scale values of five-point Liking 
Scale* 
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We can infer from the above, that teachers found 
most liked and dial iked on Socloraetrlc Test are found the 
same on five-point Liking Scale, 

In brief, vre can say: 

1„ kirst, tho spread of choices both in acceplance 
and rejection choices is a narrovj one, meaning thereby that 
the SnciometrLc Test by itself does, not fully tell us the 
feelings of an individual tovards all the members of the gror,:p 
Therefore, we can supnlemont the data received on, five-point 
Liking loale about the feelings of each individual member to 
who;ii be has not given ariy choice on Jociometric Tost, 

2, secondly, there is a high coefficient of corre¬ 
lation between scores on five-point Liking dcale raid .locio- 
metric Test, '.‘le can, therefore, comnlement the data received 
on dociometric Test by tho data received on five-point Liking 
Scril c. 


PMT D 
1. TEi 


■ jIo Ui' xtJiIjRi- i Qiwi 


EuivTIUILil 


T/i]3Li^ 1 LtlOVaNG NUMB Eh Uk CIIOiCEd GiV'kM 
TQ dlUhEifi'E ON oOCiOM eTiU C Ti^oT 
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Int e rp re t at 1 on 

1® Teachers in the hoys® school have given hundred 
per cent choices of re;5®G'tion and acceptance but teachers in 
the girls' school have given 81,495^ rejection, choices and 
94®45^ of acceptance choices. One teacher in girls® school 
has given no rejection choice at all* This speaks of the 
reservation and hesitation -with ^^riilch the teachers In girls® 
school have given their choices on Sociometrie Test. It is 
quite possible that the teache..^ who had not given any rejec¬ 
tion choice might not be disliking any student. 

2o In boys' as well as girls' school percentage 
as well as average spreadover of rejection choices is greater 
than the spreadover of acceptance choices. It means in both 
the schools, teachers cherish rejection inclination towards 
more number of students than acceptance inclination towards 

them. 

3. In the boys' school, percentage as well as average 
spreadover of acceptance choice is greater than the spread- 
over of these choices In the girls' school. Ihe percentage 
spreadover of acceptance choices in boys' school has been 
calculated as 64*82^ whereas this accounts for 62*74^ only 
in the girls' school. It means teachers in the boys' school 
cherish acceptance inclination towards inore number of stt^ents 
than this is cherished by teachers in the girls' school. 

4, In the girls' school, percentage as well aa average 

.pr«adoT.r of rejoctloo ohoto.s 1. great*! asreadoTer 








118 


of thene ch-oices inrboys® school. It means teachers in 
girls® school cherish rejection inclination towards more 
number of studmnts than cherished by teachers in boys* 
schoole The average spreadover of rejection choices in 
girls® school comes to 6,80, whereas it is onlp 6,33 in 
boys* school. 


TABhi-] 2 bliOivlWQ NUiiBirU Or' ChOiCiiiO OiVisN BY 
TEJT, 





1 

Boys* 

school 

01 rl s' 

school 


Choices 


t 

Pe rcen- 

Ave rag e 

Pc' rc en~ 

Average 




8 

tage 


' tage 


1- 

Acceptance 


s 

88,89 

2,67 

’ 96.90 

1 

2,90 

2o 

Rejection 



59«56 

1.7B 

5 89 , 29 

2.68 

3. 

Spreadover 

of 




! 



x'iccept ance 


1 

82.19 

2.44 

e 92.22 

2.76 


Gp roadover 

of 

' 






Rejection 


i 

64,00 

1.71 

85. IB 

i 

2.72 


interpretations 

1 , Students in both the schools have showi their 
rese'^’V-ttlon in the expression of their choices for teachers, 

2® It may be a surprising finding, that boys have 
shown more reservation than girls in the expression of their 
Choices, Boys have given 88.89^ of acceptance choices and 
girls have given 96,90^ acceptance choices. Again students 
in girls* school have eaipressed 89,29^ of rejection choices 
whereas boys have expressed only 59,56^ of these choices. 
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Ih’j s shows thit stadenti' ini^girls” school have shown, greater 
fr:mkness and freedom in the expression of their choices for 
th€)lr teachers than is shovrti by boysa 

3» Girls have shovm greater percentage of spread- 
over of acceptance as well as rejection choices than is shown 
by boys® %is means girls give more expression to their 
foellngs of acceptfince or rejection than, boys do® 

4« Boys have shown greater spn adover of acceptance 
choices than rejection cholce.s. It means boys have accentance 
inclination towards more number of teachers than they 
have rejection Incl.lnation® 

5. Girls have shown greater spreadover of rejection 
choices than acceptance choices. It means girls have rejec¬ 
tion inclinat.lon towards more number of teachers than they 
haV'- acceptance inclination. 

This analysi.s is again subst^int i ated by the follow¬ 
ing tableJ 



1, Teachers in boys* school have given hundred 







per cent choices for students whereas teachers in girls* 
school have given 94^45;^ and 81e49^ af acceptance and 
rejection choices respectively 5 

BUT, 

students in girls* school have given 96»90^ and Q9^29% 
choices of acceptance and rejection respectively^ Boys 
have given 88*89^ and 59s-56^ of these choices respectivelys 

In the boys' school the boys have shown more reser¬ 
vation In their expression of choices whereas in the girls' 
school it is the teachers have shown more reservation, 

2* In the boys' school® 82,19^ remains the spreadover 
of acceptance choices made by students for their teachers* 

In the girls' school, 92,22.^ is the spreadover of acceptance 
choices made by students for teachers. It means girls 
have shown acceptance inclination towards more number of 
teachers than is shown by boyss 

BUT, 

in the boys* school 64,82^ remains the spreadover of accept¬ 
ance choices made by teachers for their students. In the 
girls* school 62.74;^ comes the spreadover of acceptance choice 
made by teachers for their students. This means teachers in 
the boys* school have acceptance inclination towards more 
number of students than the number of students towards whom 
the teachers in the girls' school have this inclination* 

1. Teachers in tAi© boys’ school have acceptance in« 
cliaation towrds more nuiaber of students whereas students 




in girls’ school have acceptance Inclination towards more 
number §T teachers# 

2 # Teachers in the boys* school have rejection in¬ 
clination towards less number of students whereas students 
in the girls* school have rejection inclinatic^ towards less 
number of teachers# 

<■1 «« *9 fl 

At^AlYSIS idiOM yiVE^PQIHT LIKBiG BOiiLE 

We have discussed teacher-pupil relationships as 
they have made choices on Socioraetric Tests# Let us 
study it further on the basis of ratings on five-point 
Liking Scales# 

L IKlIiG. .BOAhm 

table 1 SHOWING p 

FOR STUDENTS ON FIVE-POINT LIKING SCALE 


( 

t Liking Scale Values 


School 2B <-—- 

I (5) 


(3). 

(2) 

_ Li) 

Boys* 6#74 

26.98 

57*14 

6,35 

1,90 

Girls* » 12 # 56 

_1___ 

25#56 

44*26 

10,43 

7 #10 


XnterT>retatlon 


1. Teachers in the boys' school have given less 
ratings on higher seal© values thah the teachers in the girls 
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have® "Riis does not conform with the results on Socio™ 
metric Test, as percentage spreadover of acceptance 

/ f 

choices of teachers inrboys* school (64„B2%) is greater 
than the spreadover oC these choices in^girls' school 
( 62 , 74/0 . 

fU- 

2 , Teachers In/'girl s’ school have given, more 
ratings on lover scrale values than teachers infhoys* 
school have given. This conforms vi th the greater per¬ 
centage snreadover of (77,20/(>) rejection choices of 
teachers in girls' school for stodents than the spread- 
over of these choices of teachers in bovs' school (70.37;^), 

3, Teachers have placed 67,14/^ ratings on the 
mlcidle scale value in boys' school whereas teachers in 
gii’ls' school have placed 44,26'^ of ratings in this m.lddle 
value. 


TAl3Li.!l 




.1 0hiNG P mo EMTAdh KAUlv^Gd Ob’ ^ThDhihTJ 

I-’glTinirACiiiLRs W THTdlpoilii' Li K ii’j'u aG'/iLE 


School 

1 Biking 

Scale 


Values 

: (5) 

(4) 

(3) 

(2) 

(1) 

Boys’ 

I 

1 

» 66.25 

17,91 

9.59 

2.91 

4,16 

Gi rl s' 

1 

j 43,25 

-^3 _____ 

20.54 

25.40 

7.03 

3,80 


Interpretations 

1, Students in boys' school have placed their 
ratings (84,16^) In higher scale values of five-point 
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Llk.Lng Scale "whereas (63*79/0 ratinp;s have been placed in 
these higher values by studeuts In girls* school, Tnis 
does not conform with the results on Sociometric 'i'ests, 
dirlc have a snreadover of their acceptance choices to 
92^22% number of choices land bovs* have a spreadover of 
the acceptance choices to only HcUHfo, 

2, Girls have-; placed lO.S3}^ of ratings for their 
teachers in lo-wcr scale values of the Liking 3caXe, "wiiereas 
hoys have placed only 7.07?^ of ratings on i.h- so lovjer values* 
Howr^ver, this is in agreement -with the results of Socio- 
motric Test - girls’ spreadover of re.iection choices to 
95.18/i land boys' spreadover, to only 64,00^i of choices. 

3, Students in boys' school have placed 9»d9% 
ratings in middle scale value iwtieroas girls have placed 
25,40^ of ratings in this middle value. 


We now examine this coraparativo study of Teacher- 
Pupil Kelationship in boys* .gad girls' schools in respect 
of agreement among teachers for their likings and disliklngs 
of particular students. For this we have the follo"wing table 


Percentage of students who ' School 

have been given choices by *-;-—— -- 

teachers. ] Boys Girls 

1* OlHy acceptance « 26*19 38*80 

2, Only rejection ‘ 35.55 25.80 

3* Ho choice ' 23.39 12*90 

4* Both Acceptance & EejectlonI 14.28 25.80 




Interpretation 


1® Teachers in girls’ school are found to have 
more studaats towards -whoni all of them have acceptance 
choices. In girls' school_j 38®80^ students, and In boys* 
school, 26.19/^ students have received acceptance choice 
or liking inclination from all teachers. 

2. Teachers in boys' school have mentioned more 
students towards -v/hom all of them have rejection incli¬ 
nation th^in the number of such students ituaitioned by 
Wf)men teachers. Men teachers have mentloneci 35.35> and 
women, 25.80;^ of such students. 

3. 23,89/< students in boys' school and 12,90^/^ 
students in girls' school find no place in the chcilcer. of 
teachers. It nie?insrth1.s much percentage of students are 
indifferent in the eyes of all teachers, however, we find 
more students in boys' school and less number of students 
in girls' school for whom Gociometric Tests are altogether 
silent. It is here we find five-point Liking Scale as a 
useful supplementaiy tool to Socioraetric Teat, 

4. This is just to make a point that in the 
choices of students for their teachers on Sociometrlc Test, 
there was one out of six teachers in boys' school who was 
given no rejection choice,On the contrary there was one 
teacher In girls' school who received no acceptance choice 
from her students. 
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2 . TKAGHi-m ^TjiiAGHKR RiiiLATlOiMGHlP 


In part One of this comparative stndy of inter])ersonal 
relationships, we have discussed Teacher~Pupll Relationships 
in boys' cUid girls* schools. In this part Two, we will dis¬ 
cuss Teacher-Teacher Relationships on the lines of the pre- 
cod i, n g an al y s i s, 

TABlK iWMRhxi OR GliOiCRJ OiVijil 13Y 

ThaGitJiid TO Tii.AGHJ:ii\ d 



Choice s 

' Boys* 

school ) 

1 

Girls' 

school 



* Percen- 
' tage 

Average; 

1 

Pei'cen- 

tage 

Average 

1 * 

Acceptance 

' lOO 

t 

1 

3 

1 

83*33 

2.50 

2, 

Rej ectlon 

' 100 

3 ’ 

) 

94.44 

2.86 

3. 

Opreadover of 
Acceptance 

t 

, 66.67 

j 

2.17 ! 

66,67 

1.67 

4. 

Jpreadover of 
lu-J ect) on 

t 

' 44*45 

1.33 

76.47 

^ 6 ' 


Interpretations 

1. In boys' school, teachers have expressed hundred 
per cent choices ■vhereas in girls* school teachers have 
expressed 83,33^ and 94.44^ of their acceptance and rejection 
choices respectively* 3his means women teachers have shown 
some reservation in their expression of choices and there is 
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more reservation in accesptance choices than in rejection 
choices. 

2. Percentage spreadover of acc 0 pt<' 4 nce choices in 
both the schools remains equal but average spreadover of 
these choices is greater C 2.17) in boys’ school than in 
girls' school CI 967 ). it means teachers in boys’ school 
have acceptance inclination towards more number of teachers 
than this is found InT-girls’ school. 

2 . Teachers in ^'girls’ school have spreadover their 
rejection choices to and this apreadover in the case 

of boys' school remains onl^'' 44.45/^. Again average spread- 
over of the.se choices remains 2.17 bXicI 1.33 respectively. 

This means teachers in girls’ school have rejection incli¬ 
nation towards more colleagues than is possessed by teachers 

in boys' school. 

4 . Teachers have more percentage as well as more 
average spreadover oi' acceptance choices for their collea¬ 
gues inVboys* school. But in^giris’ school teachers hare 
more percentage as well as average spreadover of rejection 
choices than acceptance choices. This means teachers ini«^ 
girls' school have locre rej ection inclination while teachers 
in boys' school have more acceptance inclination towards 

their colleagues, 

Ta g>char-Teacher Relati onship as a 
in Pup'll-Teacher Bel at io n ship, 

I n this context we will examine the following 
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questions 


Do the students lllce teachers who are liked by 


¥e examine this question by calculatlnp, coefficients 
of correlation between total scores of each teacher on 
five-point I.ikinp Scale as rated by teachers and students 
separately. Again, this question is examined by the total 
score of each teacher on Sociometric Tests of Teacher- 
Teacher and Pupil-Teacher Hel at ion ships. The results are 
tabulated belovi 


TABLK ddUWlhG aOhi’ilGi Ur' GORiihLni’iOh DhTWKid^? 


Tilh TOTAL dQOHKJ BY TKACiiiiliid 

LIKIMG jyjp cjOCxOMj^iKiC 

GOhLDAGUi-JG AND STUhbWiJ 


TIGT , i-'hUh 


Uh i'lTh^POlNT 


Size of Sample N = 6 
Degrees of Freedoia(N-2) = 4 


3core on ' 

1 r 

--—p. 

schoolt 

? ' 

... " T 

Interpre- i 
tatlon 

! 

Gi rl s' 

r 

school 

e 

’ Int erp re- 
' tatlon 

1 

1 

1. B^ive-point 
Liking , 
scale ,.85 

( . . 

1 

.89 ; 

Signii’i- ' 
c ant at i 

,or> 1 

.57 

,59 

1 

' %signlfi' 
! Cant 

j _ 

2. Sociome- 

tric Test',,35’*' 

1 

.76 ' 

< 

i 

*3iguifi-' 
cant « 

1 

.91 

.95 

fVexy sig- 
suificant 

( 


Int erp ret atlmt 

1. For boys’ school the coefficients of correlation 
are significant in bothl^ases but for K’rho) in the Soclo- 
aetric test. This shows teachers liked by their colleagues 
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are also liked by their students inrboys' school® 

ji,A 

2» Forrgirls® school the coefficients of corre¬ 
lation do not give us the same inference in five-point Liking 
vScale and Sociometrio Test® Coxrolatlon is quite insignificant 
in Liking deale whereas it is very significant in Sociometric 
Test. However, as we have taken Sociomotric Test as our main 
tool for data collection, we may infer from this that the 
teachers liked by their colleagues in girls* school are also 
liked by their students ( like their counterpart teachers In 
boys’ school). We will probe into the question iLn greater 
detail In our main study. 

3 . 

In this last part of the comparative study of inter¬ 
personal relationships in bovs* and girls' schools, we orobe 
into the relationships between the students among themselves. 
This is just in line with the Part Two - dtudy of Teacher 
Teacher tel ationship. First we will study these relationships 
as they are and then their relations with Teacher—Pupil 
Relationship, 

TAPL K dHQWING HUMBriR OF GIIOlCEd Gl^hN B'f 3TU13MTS 

TO THFIR GLA33FKLL0W3 OH 3QGX0Mi£ rRiS..Jj^ 



Choices 

• 

' Boys’ 

school 1 

Oirls' 

school 




1 Percen- 
' t age 

Average! 

t 

i 

Percen¬ 

tage 

Average 

1. 

Acceptance 


' 97.61 

8.78 ! 


9 

2. 

Rejection 


J 67.48 

6.07 ; 

93,88 

3.42 

3* 

Spreadover 

Acceptanot 

of 

1 37,73 
\ 

5.19 ; 

1 

67,27 

6,03 

•4i» 

Spreadover 
act ion 

of 

' 63.13 

4.71 ! 

73.17 

6,36 






Inter pretation 

1. Girls have shorn more frankness in the expression 
of likes and dislikes for their classfellows than the boys 
have. Boys have expressed only 67»48^ choices of rejection 
as against girls with 93,38^ choices, This Is further subs¬ 
tantiated by the following tables 


Choices made 


1, Acceptance 

2, Kejaction 


Boys* school Girls* school 

• _ _ _ _ *- , .- - 

1 Number of Percental Number of Percentage 

^ students i students 

! 41/42 97,60 ’ 31/31 100,00 

1 i 

I 34/42 80.95 ' 30/31 96.77 

i 

t 1 _ 


2, Boys show a greater percentage as well as 
average spreadover of choices. However, they show greater 
spreadover In rejection than in acceptance choices. 

3, Students in the boys* school have more spreadover 
in acceptance than rejection choices. It means students 
cherish acceptance choice for more number of students than 
they dierish rejection choices, 

4, Students in the girls* school hav® shown 
greater spreadover of rejection choices than acceptance 
choices? i&ich shows Idiat they cherish more rejection 
choices for their classfellows than i^ceptanoo choices# 
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Student-Student Relation shin as a f actjor 
In Teacher-Pupil Rel atl. o n ship 

Here we will examine this queotioni 

Do the teachers l ike s tudents vfeo are liked by their 

We have calculated the coefficients of correlation 
between the total scores received b’^ students on five-point 
Liking Scales and Sociometric Tests from the classfellows 
and teachers. The results of these coeff£c^‘«i')?6s are tabulated 
below. They will help us answer the quest.on mentioned above. 

TillSLHd 31iQ/JlH(i QOLih-lGiiijH Ok JUUHnuATlOrid b.tTvJhbH 


TmLii ' d 31iQ/JlH(i QOLih-lGiiijH Ok JUUHnuATlOrid b.tTVb 
THK bCOhhd UiiOi^lV^D DY JTUDhtn'O Oh rlVtUPOINT L: 
oCja.LL AItU .jQGIOMRTKiC T tiidTij KhUM THil U 
MD Tla^Ims 


31 ze of Gample N =42 
Degrees of freedom. (N-2) = 40 
DO OKiiiD ON FIVliUPOlNT LlKiNO SCALES 


Scl-iool 

* r 

( 


' Interpretation 
! 

Boy 3' 

.55 

a 

,38 

’Very significant 

Olrls' 

1 

, -74 

.63 

’very significant 


GOORES ON oOaiOMhTRlC TDSTg. 


achool , With weight age 

' +3 +2 +1 

* r_ g 


Boys* I *29 *23 

\ 

Olrls* ! #64 .66 


Inter¬ 

pretation 


Signifi- I 
cant I 

Very aignl' 
floah.t i 


VfiLth weightagei Inter- 

4 .^ pretation 


.31 , tiigniir- 

, cant 

t 


74 , ve ry sl g 
, nifleant 





These significant values of coefficients of corre¬ 
lation show that students liked by their classfellows are 
also liked by their teachers both in the boys* and the girls® 
schools® But this tendency is much stronger in the girls* 
school than in the boys' school® 

SUMMARY OF j’lhPlhGS OF PILOT STUD! 

lissentially, the pilot study gives confidence 
regarding the place of Sociometry in the classroom situation 
in understanding interpersonal relations^ particularly 
those between the teachers and the pupils. Besides this, it 
has also helped us in getting clear ideas about the follow¬ 
ing: 

1 . Precautions to be observed in the administration 
of Sociometric Tests and five-point Liking Scales. 

2, Weightages to be given to the choices on Socio- 
metric Test. 

3. How to make use of five-point Liking Scale as a 
supplementary tool for data collection with the Sociometric 
Test. 

4, The following findings of this pilot study will 
serve as reference points in the analysis of Teacher-Pupil 
Relationship in the subsequent chapters* 

A.. ismUjba. 

(1) Ttachera ini'boys* school have given expression 
to their choices than teaohers In the^irls' 
school - hundred per cent choices of rejection and 
acceptance but teachers in the glxls* 
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school have k, Lven of rejoet, irm 'iinl 

94,4h> cj.f acc(-T)t.'-nco cholccjs, 

Cii) ln|*‘1>ovs' as well ai r^Tlrls' S'";h - :1 , ;’,o rca.'l>ver 

o t' rejection chniotjs ’ than nr m.iH'lovr; r 

of acco'ptauce oho ices, 

H»5 

(111) I'nrbo^s' school, snread-rxo/r of acceptnn''’e 

choices is greater tcan the sr/THfil'Vver of 

these choices in girls’ ach.oo i . 

■h« 

Civ) In^glrls’ school, ''.n re -ciovc r of r*. .h'^liors 
choices is greater th-^n tro on ; o-t of 

ii.9 

these Clio Ices In^ tvivr. .-oVt- ol . 
te r l<elat. i push l.p 

(i) Students In bol.h the .'jch- ois have 

rest'ivatl ffii in the eicr rc'ss.i on of th.e Ir choice;; 
for teachers. However, bf*yr lia-'c sh wti rar, fa¬ 
re s c rv rit i q n th .'Cl p, I, rl . r>, 

(ii) Girls have shown gt't-at.er r.i)re-i(io.''o r ' 

rej€'Ctton .and ac cept.anct'* cholc«^*;- l.hari bnvs* 

This shov/s more te-vfnor , artt accepted or 
rejected by' girls than bovs. 

(ill) Both boys and girls have shorn, greater spread- 
over of acceptance choices than rejection 
choic©s4 Bils sho%/s that the rrnj^er ©f t.eacli#r# 
for whoia they have liking .Inc I In at ion Is ^ye* 
than tha number for 'wtiom thmy hav® dlallfcini 
laelination* 
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G, Five-Point Liking vGcales 

(1) Men teachers have given less ratings on 

higher scale values than those given by women 
teahherso 

(il) V/omen teachers have given more ratings in, 
lower scale values than men teachersifou'/^. 

(iii) Boys have given more ratings in higher scale 
values th;m their counterpai't students in 
girls' school. 

(iv) Girls have given more ratings to teachers in 
lower scale values than boys. 

D. Teach ex*-" Teacher Eel a I ion ship 

(i) Men teachers have exnressed hundred per cent 
choices wtiereas women teachers have exnressed 
83.33J^ and 9A,4rA% of their acceptance and 
re.’iection choices respectively. 

(ii) Teachers have more percentage as well as average 

spreadover of acceptance choices fox' their 

~H<Q. 

colleagues inTboys' school, while Inf^lrls’ 
school teachers have more percentage as well as 
average spreadover of rejection choices. 

5. Teachers liked by their colleagjes are also liked 
by their student s* This tendency is found greater inf boys 

school than inf^rls' school, 

6, In^iris' school» there Is a strong tendency 
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that the students liked by their classfellows are also liked 
by thelv teachers« But 5 this tendency is not round to be so 
strong In/^boys' school® 

7» From the analysis of this pilot study, a line 
of action for the analysis and interpretation of the data 
collected is yisualiz.ed. 
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clear the purposes of conducting this studys 


" Many exploratory studies have the puroose of 
formulating a problem for more precise investi¬ 
gation or of developing hypotliesis» An exploratory- 
study may, however, have other functions* increasing 
the investigator*s familiarity with the phenonenon 
he wishes to investigate in a subsequeht more 
highly structured study, or with the settings in 
which he plans to carry out such a study? clarify¬ 
ing concepts? establishing priorities for further 
research? gathering infoimation about practical 
possibilities for carr'/’ing out research in real- 
life settings, providing a census of problems 
regarded as urgent by people working in a given 
field of social relations**' 

We Can consider an libcplora-tory Study as an entity 
by Itself. It is also appropriate to recognise it as an 
initial step in a continuous research process. Prom the 
conclusion drawn and the findings arrived at by the analysis 
of this study, its significance and relevance will be duly 
established. 

In Chapter II, we have made mention of studies 
relating mainly to the characteristics of teachers. It was 
pointed out that we do not find studies where a simultane¬ 
ous study is made of the characteristics of teachers and 
pupils as perceived by them in each other. Moreover, in our 
context, we do not find a substantial study made in India 
on the characteristics of even teachers only. Md whatsoever 
has been said or talked about on this topic, are the thoughts 
of educaUonists or psychologists. Neither teachers nor 
have been asked about their views on this pertlment question* 
Here, in this chapter, we make an attempt where the teachers 
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anf'l pupils express thoin-ielves as to v/hat makes them like 
and dislike each other® 

To have a sufficient InsiRht into this question, 
the Survey Method was adopted® Best (1963, pp 107) has 
wi'itten the following' lines on this in' thod; 

“ The survey method gathers data from a relatively 
large number of cases at a part.icular time. It 
is not Goncemed with characteristics of indi¬ 
viduals as individuals® It is concerned with tho 
gunerali^od stabistics that result when data are 
abstracted from a number o ' IndividUtil cases. It 
is essentially cross-seebionai 

We can refer to our Chapter II vdiere this method 
has been used by Hart (1934) and Witty Paul (1930). 

Travers (1364, po 281) quotes Kyans' (1960) study 
to illustrate the recent trend in the conduct of surveys 
of teocher behaviour. This sets the modest go,'.a of using 
the survey as a search for measurable characteristics of 
the bohavioui' of tcmchers in the classroom. 

The study has involved observation of teachers' 
behaviours and r€?sponses of pupils# lleports ot specially 
effective and ineffective behaviour on the part of the 
teachers, were collected and analysed. Prom all these 
observations and analysis, a list of critical requirements 
was developed. ( A Critical Requirement was defined 
(Ryau^ pp 79) a® any observable teacher behaviour Tudnich 
might make the difference between success and failure In 
teaching). It sought to note only those behaviours #iioh 
seem to aiffexbntiate between extreme teacher groups. 




140 


The critical requirements for teachers as developed 
by Hyans, were found to be class! finblo under three maj.n 
headingss 

Personal '-Qualities 

(a) Optimism 

(b) i'aimess 

Cc) Self Gonfrol 

2“ Professional Qualities 

(a) Knowledj'.e of subject matter and techniques 
of teaching. 

(b) Ability to get stiidents' response. 

(c) Business-like approach, 

Social '^alities 

(a) Bymuaoiietic tini understanding 

(b) Dtjraocratio 

(c) Priendly and coiuiucnding 

(d) Ability to judge rejection of others. 

The present investigator has made use of this 
survey method in its simple fonn. One questionnaire 

each for teachers and students vas prepared. Kach question¬ 
naire contained tvo questions as illustrated below* 

questionnaire No. 1 ( i^pendlx I), for teachers* 

The teachers were asked the following two questions* 

1. Vfliat makes you like a student? 

%iat makes you dislike a student? 
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Queatlonnairo No« 2 ( Appencli^c II) for stiidejnts; 

Tho ;-;tudontR v?ero a^'-ced the r,lraila'r ' 

1. ’4iat makes you like a teacher? 

2, VJhat makeT vo" dieli'zG a teacher? 

These questlonnalre.c wej'e administered on stu¬ 
dents and teachers of hlghc-r secondary classes of boys' and 
girls' schools selected at random* In all, from six bo'^s’ 
schools 5 222 responses v;ere j’eceived* 2imil?irly, from 7 
girls' schools responises fi'om 196 students were collected. 
Teachers of these schools and teachers studylng rtho b* Jbi. 

Corresponrlence Courses at the Central Institute of Education, 
Delhi were requested to give rosnonses oti the quffstlonnalre 
meant for teachers, 'Hiesi.' teachers included 72 men and 
63 women teschers. It Is worth recording that students 
wrote their responses in the absence of school teachers, 
with humour mingled with sobriety and uleasixre. In fact, 
chey enjoyed vnitlng aiiout It, Gome of the stud nts did 
as.'V about the scfcrecy of their responses wiiich was very 
promptly assured to them. There was only one girl student 
who could not be convinced and persuaded to write her 
response. In all, it was observed that both the teachers 
and pupils felt pleasure to give exixression to their 
feelings on the subject which earlier they were never 
asked to express. These responses have been well scrutini- 
zed and some of them are reproduced in the following pages. 
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They not only hi^hilight the ch.'-iraoteristics of teachers 
and pupils but also give us an interesting and iLlumlnntlng 
commentary on teachcr-pupil relationship. 

We have divided the responses of teachers and 
pupils in tvro sections. Section I comprises the responses 
of teachers and Section it reports the responses of stu¬ 
dents. 


SUCTION I 

Vfe had collected the resnonses of 72 men and 63 
■womoY)teachers teaching higher secondary classes in different 
schools. The responses were sorted out and were selected 
for reproduction. Some of the responses contained nothing 
worth mentioning while others contained similar expressions. 
After a thorough readings of all the responses, the follow¬ 
ing are reproduced here in the original except witli few 
elianges in the language and expression while maintaining 
the snirlt of the- ideas; 

We divide this section in tofoil owing four parts: 

Part A ^^at makes teachers like students in boys' 
schools? 

Part B TAhat makes teachers dislike students in 
boys' schooli? 

Part C Maat makes teachers like students in girib' 
schools? 

Part D lAftiat makes teachers dislike students in 
girls' schools. 
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Pi\ET A 


Wi-iid’ MM A3 THu. TAAGHiilRS Uliin'. dTUUANTij 
IN B0Y3» SGlIOOLa? 


1« I like students who possess the following 
qualities: 'the students be v/ell behaved and obedient, Ihey 
should wear nlean_dr.e,ss--and be nunotualo They 

must complete their home task and put up their exercise 
books for necessary {Corrections regularly. I especially 
like students who take interest both in games and studies. 
They must not be truant. 

2. The characteristics of a good student can be 
summarized as ^'ollov’ss A student should be studvou^s^ well 
behaved, well disciplined, courteous, ph=-'slcally fit, 
mentally alert, intellectually sound, sociable, full of 
initiative and drive and always be cojeerful with lovh;^, 
nature and the like. 


3, The regularity in the classroom and obedience 
to all his teachers and the principal, are the most desirable 
characteristics of a student. He should be hard working 
o.nd sinc6r6 to his studies and "wopIc to hini. n© 

should be clean and tidy in dress. He should be vrell behaved 
and respectful tov;ards his elders. 


A. It hardly matters if a student is not /ery 
intelllgen''"., but he should necessarily be a consistent 
worker and ,'j. progressive student. His atti.tud.e should be 
choerful towards his work. In his personal habits he should 
come up to a decent standard. He should be respectful towards 
hls/teacher. A student should never give an impression of 
hoilow submission for the teacher, 

5. If a student x’esi.c^ct-; the teachers and makes 
pood responses to what he is asked in the class, he Is liked 
by the teachers. The teacher feels his life all the more 
enjoyable and worth living when he finds his students well 
behaved both in and outside the school, 

6» I like most the student who is sincere, punctual, 
honest, responsive in the^lass, who possesses a loving attij 
Liidp towird*s his studies and t akes initiative in ertra curri¬ 
cular activities, A student should also be helpful to the 
teacher in his school duties, 

7, The student should b© well-mannered and obedient. 
He should be regular and punctual. He should be interested 
in studies and wear tidy and simple clothes. 
a student is expected to bo respectm to his 
and above all to the teachers, ^ 

examination and always speak the truth. 




I like that student most v^o is otedlent, hard¬ 
working, sincere, punctual to the school, regular in his 
home task and who wears a neat and clean dress« A student 
should also maintain his exercise books very w* 

9® The first and foremost quality of a good student 
is that he should be obedient to the teacher. Secondly, he 
should be >®11 braved and polite. Thirdly, he should be 
respectful to elders. Above all he should be able to sense 
what is good for him and what is bad for him, 

10„ A student should be obedient and ['aithful to 
his teacher. He should be a hard working and regular student. 
He should possess a good character and always be honest. He 
should lead a disciplined life. The student should very 
frankly tell his difficulties to his tejch^ers, 

11, An intelligent, active and a good natured 
stu'lon'- 1 co.is'Uhircd to be best one. He should also be 
obedient and respectful to his teachers and be cooperative 
with his classmates, 

12, The student should be sincere and honest both 
in his daily life and wrk(studies). He should respect and 
obey his elders. He should be cooperative by nature. He 
should have patience. His regularity in work as well as in 
the school is essential. He should not hesitate nutting 
questions or asking his difficulties from his teacheis. 

13, The student should be faithful and obedient 
to his teacher. He must be hard working. He .;hould possess 
good character. He should be socialale and cherish high 
ideas. He should take part in extra curricular activities, 
like games and dr fanatic societies etc. The student should 
al 5 ;o enjoy a good health, 

14, The student should both bt jtcii.vo cuid laboraious. 
The student is devoted to his p.arents and teachers , is 
fr^nk^and fearless, is capable of taking initiative, has 

go't imagrihatlbnpnds a critical bent of mind with a 

scientific aS:.titude, is gifted with some art in his hand and 
is not governed by his group values which ultimately lead to 
wrong things, is liked by the teacher, 

15, The student who is regular in his work is liked 
by me. A student who is punctual is always praised by me. ita 
industrious student is always in my good books. Intelligence 
is also a factor which mftkes me like a student the most. I 
like a student who is ob.= dient. The habit of cleanliness 

in a student is a factor of attraction for me, A student 
who is well behaved and always gives due respect to his elders 
and loves his youngers, is praised by me. 
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16, I love children who have good hand-writing. I 
like students who learn to adjust themselves among their 
Gl;,ss fellows. 1 like students who do not wear costly dresses 
and costly wrist watches. I like boys wtio attend to the^ 
teacher wlriile he is de^livering lecture and ask Lntellli ont 
questions and do not hesitate in expressing tholr frank 
opinion in matters -viiich are debatable, 

17, 1 like a student who is punctual, sincere and 
regular. An obedient and well-behaved'chi Id is also liked 
be me. The poor students who have a craving for studies are 
very much liked by me and C Lrr I, , '-■.-■Ip them, 

18, My liking for a student lies in the fact that 
he should be bold enough to ask me to repeat the tonic a 
number o ‘ times till that tonic is clear to him. The stud-nt 
should be curious to learn, 

19, I Ijke a student the most who Is vjell-be-ihaved, 
truthful, industrious, honest and obedieint to teachers and 
sincere towards his studies and duties, A student with sweet 
temper is mostly liked by me and enjoys my confidence. 

20, My liking for a student does not depend unon 
his Intelligence and diligence but upop. his curiosity to learn 
and tendency of cross questioning the subject being tMW'hi 

in th‘. class, 

21, Those students are liked who work hard and 
never shirk work. However, it is a matter of sorinw that 
some students unintentionally behave in such a manner that 
leaves a bad Impression about that for all time to come® 
Generally, witty students are liked, 

22, The students who are respectful, polite and are 
interested in studies, are liked most. A student should be 
laborious and have full faith in his teachers. These charac¬ 
teristics of a student carve a permjinent place in the 
teacher’s heart and help the student to overcome his 
shortcomings and make progress. Only respectful and devoted 
students can become the teacher’s favourites, 

23, Punctuality and regularity of a student raises 
him high In the esteem of a teacher. He should be polite, 
courteous and sweet-tongued. The student should not shirk 
work. He should not pill up his work. Postponramt is a 
stumbling block in the career of a student. His main aim 

is to study and nothing else. Boldness and truthfulness In 
a student pay him in the long run.® 
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24e Ihe honesty and good behaviour of a student 
attracts him towards a teacher. I very much like a well 
behaved and a oolite student. Side by side, X like students 
who are mont.ally weak. 

25. A student should possess the following qualities; 
lie should be attentive in the class. He should come in clean 
clothes. Cleanliness in work as well as in dress is appre¬ 
ciated. A student should be regular and obedient. A good 
student should never deceive the teacher. A student should 
not be truant j should be responsive in the class ?:uid he an 
active participant in cultural activ Ities. 

26. A good student is ho -viio is regular, punctual, 
obedient, disciplined, wel!l-mannered, unselfish, honest , 
truthful and who is helpful to others. A student should also 
be patriotic, neat and clean, hardworking f.jnd a man of good 
character. 


27. A stucknt should be obedient, punctual and hard¬ 
working. He should be attentive towards his studies. He 
should be a good player, A student should not be a thief. 

A student should be faithful to his parents, respect his 
teachers, likei his school and love|hls class fellows. A 
student should he a good citizen in the making. 

28. The good qualities of a student make me like a 
student the most. He must be obedient, disciplined, well 
behaved, punctual and well-mannered. He should be respectful 
to his teachers, elders and parents. He should be well behaved 
both in ajid outside the school. He should possess pleasing 
manners, should be free and frank and should take part in all 
extra-curricular activities. 

29. I like a student who is industrious and is care- 
ful towards his studies. He should observe discipline. A 
student: should be respectful to elders and teachers. His 
behaviour should be polite and civil. Above all, a student 
should be obedient, I like a student who is a good player 
and bright in studies too. He should do all work in a sports- 
msm's spirit. He should always look smart. In short. I like 
a student who is careful about his health, conduct, studies 
and character. 


30. There are certain qualities in a student which 
make a teacher like him. These qualities are» obedience, 
regularity in home task, respectful attitude towards the 
teacher and simplicity in dre.ss and manners. 
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3l« The student vjho does his work honestly, per¬ 
sistently and Gritieall.y 5 wtio is self-disciplined and partici¬ 
pates in CO-curricular activities; vjho is neat and clean and 
cares for his health; v;ho is well behaved and well adjusted, 
and in whom the respect for law of the nation and rlignlty and 
glory of the nation predominates - is liked by me, 

32, Frankly speaking it is the all round personality 
of a student that makes me like him the most, I like a student 
the most who is well behaved, intelligent, wide awake, obedient 
and of accomodating nature and cheerful dl.sposition, 

33, Students who are disciplined in the class and 
ask good questions concezning daily life .and eKperience, are 
liked by me. A student viiio is well behaved, completes his 
home assignments regularly, a student desirous of loiowing 

nev/ things, who thinks the pioblems in a scientitic way and do«^ 
not believe false statements, is cilso liked by me. 

34. 1 like that student the most who is regular and 
punctual in his studies and good at games. Besides this, 
who is attentive to whatever he is doing and leaves it only 
when it is completed, is dear to me® 

35. I like the student wlio is regular and comes to 
school in simple and pzoper dress and sits In the class atten¬ 
tively. He should be well behaved and obedient. He should 
take part in the various activities of the school. He should 
be sociable and helpful to his companiong. 


PAI^T B. Mi/q' L-liUihS THh Tii.AGHr.KB DiauIKk oi'UjJbilTB 
IW BOYB* schools? 


Now we pinduce the expressions of 35 teachers which 
represent vFiat makes teachers dislike students. However, 
these responses are not necessarily of the same teachers whose 
versions have been produced in Part A. Necessarily, the basis 
of selection of the responses remains the same as followed 
in Part A, 

1. The student is disliked most If he is indisciplined 
rude in behaviour, lazy, not hard-working, physically unfit, 
always of complaining nature, shy, fatigued, reserved, not 
responsive, unsocial and the like. 
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2. Tlie student who disobeys the teacherj argues un¬ 
necessarily with him .'«id is irregular in his class, all these 
factors weigh heavily with the teacher the most. 

3. ile v/astes the talents and is proud and is com¬ 
placent of his small achievements. He in content to go along 
v/ith the ’crowd* and wants to attract others' attention 
through false show. 

4. The teacher gets bored when the student makes 
Irrelevant 'irid wrong responses, /igain, students' misbehaviour 
not only affects adversely the professional skill of a teacher 
but also makes his life a boring one, 

5. indiscip lined an(^ disobedient students ma3re 
teacher's teaching difficult and unpleasant. IlL-raannt-red 
stiulents find those using foul means in the examination are 
disliked. The students who keep laughing and talking when 
the teacher is teaching - are really disllkable, A student 
of low mentality and cheap thinking is a curse fo r a teacher. 
Physically present in the class but mentally absent students 
are to be disliked positively. The student who shirks work 
and is impertinent, is disliked, 

6. Though I have not disliked any student throughout 
mvr career, yet a student who is irregular, disturbs his class- 
fellows while the lesson is going on, plays truant, shows 
disresnect to the rules and regulations of the school and a 
stud, nt wliQ tries to create indisclnline for nothing, will 
certainly be disliked by me. 


7, The very bad quality of a student that makes me 
flLsHke him is his nadener.s, wliatever the case may be, he 
should be polite to the teacher. A student, who creates 
IndLscipllne in the class and is not regular in his studies, 
is disliked. 

8, A dull and a passive student is never liked by 
the teacher. If he is disobedient and not good-mannered, 
then he is neither liked by his teacher nor by his classmates, 

9, The student who is not at all regular in his work 
and studies, comes to the school simply because his parents 
have sent him to the school, Is always busy in quarreling 
with others, does not have any patience and a student who 
disobeys his teachers and elders, does not respect his 
paxOTts, teachers or society and is not sincere and honest 

in daily life activities - is not liked. 
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10« If a student is disobedient, unfaithful, does not 
take part in extra-curricular activities and a student vfho 
does not take interest in studies, is indisoiolined and who 
smokes - is not liked by me. 

11. A student wtio i.s Indisoiolined, irregular and 
unpunctual, is disliked by me, I dislike a student who does 
not work regularly and who remains dirty. I hate a student who 
is naughty and always quarrels vrith his class fellows. I 
dislike a student who is disobedient and is not faithful to 
teachers. A student is disliked bv me if he is mischievous 
and does not give respect to elders. I hate that student the 
most who remains absent, runs away from the school and does 
not possess a good character. 

12, I dislike a student who is shabbily dressed, one 
win uses unfair means in the examinations, one who is after 
short cuts to knowledge and thinks that the aim of education 
is simuly to pas ' an examlnntim, one who works by fits and 
starts, one who tampers with the record of scores entered in 
his prof'ress renort by the class teacher, one who plays tniant 
and one who studies at the cost of his physical health. 


13. The students who shirk work are not at all liked 
by me. Irregular, insincere and mischievous students are hot 
liked. It does not mean that I hate them and neglect them 
but I try to mend their ways. I have tried and brought many 
students on the right uath during the past ten years. 


14. I have a great disliking for those who when 
asked in the class about the clarity of the subject being 
taught would say, "yes that is clear", but when asked to 
explain would fail to respond, 

15. Disobedient and irregular students are actually 
disliked. The weak students are generally not liked t)ut they 
can carve a soft comer in teachers' heart by making imnrove- 
ment in their studies. 

16. A hoy who is dirty, tells lies and does not 
attend the class, is disliked by me. If a student does not 
admit his fault, is disliked by me. I also dislike truant 
boys. 


17 . I dislike a student most, who though, intelligent 
but Is not attentive in the class and has developed a com¬ 
plex to depend solely upon the books. 
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18o I dislike a student most when he is negligent, 
truant, mi sbehaved and shirks vrork» He is disliked when he 
makes lame excuse for not preparing his lessons® 

Laziness makes students inattentive® This does 
not allow even the iu'.cl i.i-'ent students to work® 

SO® Late coming is never to be condoned® Home task 
is to be completed. The teach^.r wants v»rk, nothing else, 
hut work® Sometimes students' behaviour brings slur to the 
fair name of the teachers. 

21® The rough behaviour find cunningnes:' of a student 
makerae dislike a stu'ient. I also dislike a student who never 
C'irc‘3 for the good s\igi'estions olfth’. teacher. 

2;,. irregularity, rude behaviour, obstinacy, un- 
faithfi.tlness, lack of interest in studies, snorts and in other 
activities and uossession of some bad habits such as abusing, 
smoking, truancy, disobedience, dullness and bluffin'' the 
teache^rs on the part of a stu'^ent, makes a teacher dislike 
him® 


2.2. A student who is selfish, dishonest and does not 
come to school in time, ro'nf iuc dirty and who is disobedient 
and unhelpful, is not liked by any one. Bad conduct on the 
part of a student makes him disliked by teachers. 

24® I dislike a student the most, if he is dis¬ 
obedient, indisclpllnod -aid is misbehaved. A student 
only erntas and seaures good marks, is not liked by me. I 
do not like the students v;ho only respecl the teacher in 
school and do not care for him outside, a studenu is 
not liked if he is immoral, unsocial and uncLvllixed, 

25, An Insolent student is disliked most by me. If 
the student is a hurdle in the class, I dislike him. Some 
students neglect 1heir studies, either they do not work or 
work half-heartedly and carelessly, students who answer 
harshly, i.r^solently and talk absurd in the class - axe dis¬ 
liked by me, vSome students appear dull, laay and do not 
care for cleanliness. A student who is shrewd and cunning 
like a grown-up person, is disliked by me, 

26. If a student disregards the teacher, dbes not 
work properly in the class and outside it, wears fashionable 
dress i?^ich does not become of good students and if Ite does 
not sit properly In the class - teacher will not like him. 
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27« Irregulaii t.y, dishonesty and disobedience on the 
part of a student, make me dislike him, the most® 

Student^ rude and discourteous behaviour, his 
habits of playing truant, telling lies and his carelessness 
in the matters of dress and stm!].';.;, me dislike him® 

29, The student who is shy, does not care for the 
work assigned to him, who is dishonest, who does not like to 
participate In the co-curilcular activities and n student #io 
remains dirty and does not v?ilue discipline and dignity of 
labour is not liked by me, 

30, A student who is Indisciplined, ill-mannered 
and does not feel his responsibilities and duties towards 
himself, his parents, and teachers and a student who does 
not remain attentive in the class, tells always a lie and 
never complote's his homo tar'k -is disliked by me, 

31. I get annoyed with the student who does not pay 
any heed to what p^oes on in the cla 'S. One who :iir- 
oTiiar to the school discipline, loses my favour. I feel pity 
for a student viao is brilliant but lean and thin in his 
physical structure. 

32. I dislike a student is not regular in the 
class or comes late and wears dirty clothes. The student who 
is lary and does not do his work attentively, is also disliked 
by me. I dislike a student wtio does not take any part in the 
various activities of the school and alvrays looks sickly and 
sad. 


33, I totally dislike the student -vdio is not regular 
In his studies. Those who play tnont are disliked by me most, 
A student who Is not obedient to teachers, shirks work, remains 
lajkV and does not work regularly, is not liked by me. I 
dislike students tell lies and simply try to kill the 
time In the class, A student must be regular, obedient, dis¬ 
ciplined 'ind 3oli1.e, i’he students who do not possess these 
qualities are not liked by me. 


34. The students who run away from the classes, are 
not regular in doing their home task, show had behaviour 
towards the teacher, do not know how to talk and how to answer 
a question and the students who do not come in time and 
generally come to the school in dirty clothes, are disliked 

by me. 

35, The most disliked student Is the one who is 
disrespectful and mischievous, having no respect for the 
teacher at all* Students who roam about in a bad company 
and are of doubtful character and irritation nature are not 
liked by me. I however, try to win over these students with 
love and fiiwness. 
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PAhT C Ml AT MAKr^a THi^ TjlilAG tii jLt.j jbiKA 
li^ Glhiio* pGiiOOL o? 

Me haveabout men teachers^ Now in the follow¬ 
ing pages we what women teachers say on the same questions. 

The selection of responses for reproducing here have been 

fo fW yoAv-A 

made ['as was done in the case of men teachers: 

1. If a student is good-mannered, obedient, inquisi¬ 
tive, punctual, takes part in extra-curricular activities and 
If she* is helpful and considerate to hc-r classmates, she Is 
liked by me the most. 

2. A student v;ho is intellif^ent, hardv;orking and 
ooedlent, .is liked by th<- teacher. A studeni- should be punc¬ 
tual and rep.ular in his studies. A student is considered to 
be a s'.ood student who gets oil his doubts cleared 1n the 
class. She should not sit idle in the class, r.ossip and 
disturb the teacher. A student is also expected to be polite, 

3. i like students who are hardworking, take Cull 
inter* st in studies, complete assignments well in time and 
are obedient, punctual and disciplined. I also like students 
who wear simple and tidy clothes. The stu-'ents should aleo be 
re spent i'ul t.o teachers and bo prepared to do any work assigned 
to thtmu 


4, I like students who are very active, sic.cere, 
studious, always smiLlng, attenti'/e honest tow'irds '-heir 
s-udies find who pay respect to their elders, have a real 
urge for knowledge, mix up v/ith the classmates, ,l.ove the 
weakest, help the poorest*in studies and are neat and clean 
,and come to the school regularly. 


5, A student who is good in studies is always liked 
by a teacher. But the student who is quiet, well—behaved, 
smart and active is '1 so liked by a teacher. An always smiling 
student, having pleasmg nature and cooperatiwe with her 
class-fellows and teachers, a student taking part in all the 
activities, paying due regard and affection to her classmates 
and teachers, doing her work regularly, responsive in the 
class and a student ■vdio is v/ell-disc ip lined and 
in the classroom and school atmosphere is always liked by a 


teacher. 
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6* First of all 5 the student should be careful 
towards her studies. She should have indeuendent thoughts. 
Obedience^ and respect tovfards th^) elders is desirable but it 
should come from the inner heart of the student. A good 
student should be well-mannered. Care for health on the 
part of a student is always necessary. For a good student 
love for the motherland is very essential because a student 
of today is a citip.en of tomorrow, She should love everything 
which belongs to her ov/n native land. She should be hard¬ 
working, honest and a faithful student, 

7, I like that student who is himself disciplined 
and inspires others to be disciplined. She should be both 
an ideal student and a good citiuen. She should perform 
her duties v/ell. She should not bo naughty. She should be 
sweet-tongued. She should respect elders and love youngers. 

In addition to studies, a student should also be interested 
in othfiT activities. dhe sliould be sociable. Sie should 
help the needy and bring laurels to her school, 

8, I like a simple student. The student who obeys 
the rules of school, works hard, respects tho teacher, comes 
to the school regularly and is punctual in her vK^rk and gentle 
in behaviour - is liked by me. 

9, A teacher likes the student the most who is 
regular, takes interest in her studies and takes initiative 
in asking the question again if it is not understood by her. 

A student should always help the weak students. It matters 
little that a student is not intelligent but she should be 
h;ixcl working and regular in her studies. 


10, A good student should posses the following 
qua‘'1ties; She .should be wel] disciplined and should never 
deceive her teacher. If she commits a mistake, she should 
frankly confess it. She should be sincere to her studies 
with whatever intelligence she possesses. Besides this, 
should take keen interest in games and soorts. Her turn 
out should be good one. 

11, I like students vriio come to the school in time, 
who are attentive to school work and home task. If the 
students behave well with teachers and fellow students, take 
interest in games, wear neat and clean uniforms and observe 
discipline in the school - they are liked by teachers. 

12, Both an inte lligent and a hard working student 
only can get appreciations from her teachers. Along with these 
two qualities, she should also be smart, obedient and active. 
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She sho\ild take active part In extra-curricular activities. 

If a stutlonb comes to the school shaboily dressed, she can 
never look smart, A student should .also be cooperative by 
nature so that all her class fellows like her company. 

13. 1 like a student v;ho is sincere in work, 
intelligent, hardworking, serious towards studies, obedient, 
discinllned, well behaved, punctual and is neatly dressed, 

3he is always expecti-d to have good fellow feelings. She 
should be respectful to her teachers. If she is also a 
good player, this will add feathers to her cap* She should 
also be jolly temnered, 

14. The most loving feature of a good student 
according to me is her obedient nature. Besides this, she 
should be studious and modest. She must have a creative 
brain wid not a dull one. Slie must be active in the class, 

3he siijuld ask questions In the class aJid be able to generalise 
each and every thing. Above all, she should be neat and clean 
and respect every body, 

15. i'atudent i-jho Is punctiial, oberii, ent, tiromnt in 
work, does her home ta.sk regularly, respects the teachers and 
a student who is punctual and gives qvilck responses in the 
class, is liked by mo. Cihe should also be active .and thought¬ 
ful. 


13. The student should be both intelllgeht and 
dl'lgent. dhe should be regular and punctual, always ready 
to take initiative in al.l activities of the school, should 
bo disciplined and obedient. Besides this, the child .should 
be smart, active and thoughtful. 

17, The students are liked, when they work regularly, 
are attentive in the class and do their home task punctually. 

I like students who are active and take interest In the 
studies. They should not commit foolish mistakes, fehen 
the students give attention to the hard problems and tiy to 
find their solutions, they are liked by me, 

13, A teacher likes some special things in a student. 
The student is expected to come to school in time. She should 
be disciplined. She should prepare her lessons regularly. 

Slie should be clean both in her dress and work. She should be 
polite in order to learn something from her teachers. 

19, I like a student who is studious, intelligent, 
smart and a little deplomat. A rude student is never liked 
by me though she may be very intelligent. A smart and active, 
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gentle and vrell discioline student is my favourite one. A 
stuHent in h.;r home task and possessing a good look, 

wins my suecial favour. I stress on discipline. Girls are 
usually found talkative, but 1 like quiet f'irls. 

20. Student's life is meant to study. In ray opinion, 
study is yoga .and the student must be hardworking. I like 
most the student who studies seriously and works studiously 
and regularly. It is not necessary that the student should 
belong to a rich family, a student coming from a poor family 
can aiso be liked by the teacher. 


21. A student is lii<ed the most if she or he is 
omrartly dresf'.ed, is intelligent, hardworking, and is regular 
and well-mannered, dhe should be active and always keen to 
ta'ce part in the discussions taking place in the class. 

22. A student viio shows a willing interest to learn, 
makes an immediate good impact on me. The qualities of obe¬ 
dience, sense of resnonsibility and discipline in a student 
are anureciated ver-r much by me. Simplicity, sobriety and 
neatness In habits found in a student enhance my liking for 
her v^iere she combines these characteristics vrith her Intelli¬ 
gence and willingness to learn in the classroom diligently. 

23. A student is liked most v;ho is intelligent, who 
takes up evervthing willingly, who is obedient and respectful 
to elders, uossesses neat and clean habits, who is regular 
and uunctual in fashions and looks smart and brilliant. 

24. A student is liked most if she prepares her 
lessons vjell, if she Ls intelligent, regular, smart and takes 
interest in studies and participates in group dlsciissions. 

It does not matter much if she is naughty so long as she is 
sincere in her work and is found meritorious. 

25. A student is liked by the teacher if she is 
smartly dressed, well-mannered, regular in the class, intelli¬ 
gent, punctual and if she is active in the class and takes 
part in discussions, 

26. A student is liked by the teacher If she is 
well-mannered, smartly dressed, sincere, cooperative, intelli¬ 
gent, witty, punctual and regular in her work. It may not 
matter If she is naughty when she is intelligent and sincere 
to her work. 
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27, A student is lllced most if she is intelligent, 
regular in the class, well mannered, smartly dressed, active 
and alert anri take;; part in class discussions. 

28, A student is liked most if she js regular and 
puncbual, brings her home task in time, is attentive in her 
Glass, gives resnonses to the teacher's questions, is 
active, well behaved, sociable and if she takes part in 
speeches, dramas or other extra-curricular activities 
besides her being interested in her games and in studies, 

29, A student who is intc-lligcnt, good at studies 
and is well-behaved both in and outside the class - Is liked 
by every teacher. 3lie should also take keen interest in 
extra-curricular activities. If she is honest and coop¬ 
erative and is helnful to the needy and the poor, she is 
sure to win the heart of her teacher. The qualities of a 
good student also include her sense of discipline, straight 
forwardness and also clear understanding of the subject 

and taking of initiative in solving her ppoblems, 

30, I possess a deep liking for the student wiio 
is well prepared for the lessons before hand and takes 
pains, andconsults extra books for her studies. A student 
who is diligent, is an all rounder, cooperative with class- 
fellows and student who helps others in their studies - 

is liked very much by me. 

31, I like all the students but 1 like the student 
most who is disciplined, intelligent, diligent, honest, 
siacere, well-mannered iuid who is sympathetic towards all, 
cooperative with the students and teachers and possesses 
the quality of taking initiatives. 

32, A student who is disciplined, well-behaved, 
hard working and honest, is liked the most. I possess a 
strong liking for that student who is well-prepared for a 
lesson before hand and enters the class well-equipped with 
books, exercise-books and other things. 

33, A student's behaviour, politeness, good manners, 
respectful attitude, love of discipline, concentration, self- 
control, diligence, sobriety, initiative and his impressive 
personality makes a teacher like her, 

34, The quality which makes a student "likable" 
is the discipline, discipline not forced from without but 
inculcated in the student. The student who behaves properly 
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in the class and does his work: regularly, is liked by all* 

36. The student who is honest and well-behaved is 
always liked by the teacher. I always Li'.:;e a student who comes 
to me jmri explains her difficulties. I love her and help 
her in removing her difficulties. 


Pi\KT D 


MAT MAliilg Tllk TKAGuhRS hldLiKb 3TUP^A^iTS 
IN GIHL3' oCriOOLo? 


lo If a student is inactive and dull in the class, 
if she tries to disturb the; class vjdien a teacher is teaching, 
if she is inctp.'di'r of ^inswcring the questions and a student 
who Lnsnite of having boon warned many a ti-iie, remo.ins 
unpunctual and is habitually irregular to the school and the 
student v;ho poses as if she Imovrs everyttiing ~ she Is disliked 

2. A student may be hardworking but if she is not 
atteutAvc in the class, is very rude, is never regular in her 
work, wears shabby clothes ana la not punctual to the school 
v/ill certainly be disliked. A sbudent who criticises the 
teachers and jilways finds faults with them, is not liked. 

A student sitting, at the back vand gossining and doing nothing 
in the class is hated the most by the teacher because she 
does not want to learn anything from the teacher. 

3. I do not like students 'vA’io are very dull, lack 
expression and are unatbentlve and mischievous. The students 
who are always aftei* winning favours of teachers, wiio <k> not 
do their work honestly, regularly and carefully, who do not 
want to heln the weak students, who come late and always 
misbehave in the class, who disregard the class-discipline 
and do not pay any respect to their elders or teachers, the 
students who alwavn look shabby and dirty, feel drowzy, call 
bad names, speak ill of their classmates and the students 
who neither study themselves nor let others study, are not 
liked by their teachers. 

4. A student, who is very talkative and does not 
show any Interest In learning, Mo quarrels with her class¬ 
mates and roams about here and there in the school and is 
always after the teachers to win their favour, is not liked 
by them. I dislike very much those students Mo always talk 
of films and read novels written by Gulshan Nanda and the 
like. A girl who is always eating and always making a noise 
and is changing her seat and makes different poses, disturbs 
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the whol€3 clas® and the teacher, is Cei'tainly not liked. A 
girl showing false superiority over other students is also not 
liked by her teachers aiid classmates. But inspite of all this, 
I never allow ray personal prejudices come in the way. 

5. I dislike a student the most who does not take 
intor^st in her studies and does not respect her teachers and 

'i who runs av;ay from her school and goes to a 

movie, not only deceives her teachers and parents but also 
plays with her own life. She can never be a good citisen of 
her country. Many students are in the habit of talking in 
the class when the teacher is teaching. This type of stu¬ 
dents, 1 dlrslike the most. The bad habits Inculcated in 
youth remain confined throughout lire and lead one to ruin 
and disaster. 


6. I do not like students viio are indisciplined and 
rude and who shirk work. These students not only harm them¬ 
selves, but also bring a bad name to their parents, snoll 
the atmosphere of the school and other students. 'They have 
their own vjay in everything. They join bad company and spoil 
others. They do not do fchelr work In time. They quari’el, 
steal and do rill sorts of evil things. 

7. A a,tud.out; viio sits in the class as a statue and 
whose mind remains sorae'viiere else, who does not take interest 
and is not regular in her studies, a student who takes no 
initiative in asking in any question in the class, who lacks 
manners jind does not know how to behave with the teacher and 
classmates and the student who does not w^ork hard - is not 
liked by her teachers, 

8. A student who lacks discipline, does not take 
Interest in games and sports, violates the rules oi the school 
and deceives her teachers, is disliked by them. Looseness in 
conduct on the nart of a student and her bad habits leave a 
bad impress'on on the teacher. Agfiin,a student who is 
habitual absconder and tries to get through the tests by using 
unfair means, accounts for very sad experiences for the 
teachers. 


9, To come late to the school, to quarrel with 
junior students, to neglect classwork and horaetask, to ask 
permission to go out again and again, to remain dirty, to 
bring fees late, to be indifferent towards school activities, 
to avoid putting on the school uniform, to make a noise in 
the class, to come to the class without books, note-books, 
pen etc,, to remain regularly absent, to copy others.- these 
things in a student make the teacher dislike her* 
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lOo A dull student -vtio does not take interest in the 
class and is otherwise interested in reading rubbish story 
books and a student wi'io keeps herself aloof from her class¬ 
mates y never learns her lesson, never learns in the class 
and vAio always comes unprepaied for class work, and often 
comes without note-book, never obeys the orders, is a t 5 rpe 
of student whom no teacher would ever like* 

11* The most disliked feature in a student is her 
obstinate nature® 3he should not be ,iofil<jus. blie should 
be obedient® Stupid and obstinate students are always 
scolded and work-shirkers are disliked. Students are ex¬ 
pected to observe discipline^ 

12. Students vho are dull, lasiy and rude in be¬ 
haviour are generally disliked by the teachers. Students 
who are iri^egular and indiscipllnod are not liked by the 
t eacjiors. 


13. i/Jhen the student is not regular In the class, 
Is not attentive and does not take mterest in the lesson 
wi'K'in the teaccier teaches, does not pay attention to the 
hard problems, does not do the home task, comes for'ward 
daily with one excuse or the other and tries to copy the 
questions from other students' copy books, she is not liked 
by her teachers, 

14, I dislike naughty students the most who don’t 
take any interest in studies and do mischievous things, 

who are’liars, rude, stupid, who turn a deaf ear to the 
advice, irregular in studies and remain absent from the 
school. Negligent and lazy students, 1 hate the most, i 
dislike those are cheat* who are dirty, vho are wrorK- 

shirkers, who do not do their home assignments regularly 
and students wi'io are arrogant, disobedient and are 
self!sh. 


15. Students’ violation of school rules is the 
most annoying factor for a teacher. Their coming late 
to the school is likewise irritating. To talk Irrelevant, 
to neglect hornet ask, to be inattentive in the class- 
these things in a student are very much dislixed by a 
teacher. Uncleanliness of students is also not liked 

by me. 


16, I dislike disobedient and slack students. 

A student may be very intelligent but if 

hard, can never be successful. At the s^e time ’ 

wh^doernot obey the orders fully, can lead herself easily 


on a wrong path. 
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17. Hude, shabby and dull students are disliked 
by me. I like the girls "who behave prop6)rly» Irregular 
irresponsible jind dirty students are disliked by me. 

IS. A student vAio shirks vrork and labour, is not 
liked by me. Again, a rude and unraannerecl student is not 
liked by me. 

19. The student -who is not well behaved, well 
disciplined and not studious, is an object of my dislike. 

20® A negligent, untidy, la?,y and careless student 
is disliked by me. If she is not well-mannered and is not 
alert, lacks l:he above qualities of a good student and 
moreover if a student is naughty, she is the most iriitatlng 
student in the class. 

21. The student who does not do her wrk regularly, 
is both dull and in-meirinered, she is disliked by her 
teacheirs. ' 


22. The student who is not well-behaved and well- 
mannered*, the student who is not enthusiastic*, the student 
who is extremely dull and is not affected by continuous 
scolding; the student who uses unfair means in classroom 
and in the Examination Hall; the student who never takes 
interest in extra-curricular activities, is disliked by me. 
The student wl'io always prefers to break disciplinary rules, 
creates mischiefs in the class is a student who is disliked 
most. 


23. A student is disliked most when she does not 
take interest In what is taught in the class, does not do 
her work regularly and does not bring her textbooks and 
note-books in the class. If she is dishonest, iH-mannexed, 
does not take part in extra-curricular activities and games 
and talks unnecessarily in the classroom - is not liked 
by me. 


24. The student who is not well-mannered and is 
dishonest in the class and otherwise also is generally 
disobedient, is mostly disliked. If inspite of repeated 
scolding and reminding her about her work and Indlsciplinary 
habits, she remains obstinate not to improve in her habits, 
such a student is disliked, A student disinterested in 
studies and mischievous is mostly disliked. 
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25® I dislike a student ^ao is only a book--worn 
and is not well avjare of <,he day-to-day activitier. go:Lng 
on In the school® I feel like helping her to feel interested 
In every activity® 

26® fhe student who is dishonest and does not 
respect her teachex^s and parents^ is mostly disliked# But 
inspite of all this, the teacher should improve this type 
of students# In principle, a teacher should not dislike 
a student# It is the doty of the teacher to make student 
realise her defects and ultimately to make her a disciplined 
student# '' 

27# I dislike a, student who does not know how to 
keep a resr^ec* able distance detween a teacher and a student, 
who is disrespectful and does not own her faults# 

28. The students who don’t attend to their stirdies 
and disturb the class in general, are mostly disliked. X 
hate a student who dist.urbs the class when I am fully 
engx^ossed in the lesson. In short, disturbing students are 
disliked the most. 


29# I dislike that student most \Aio is rude and 
disobedient, v/ho does not bother to pay any attention to what 
the teacher says in the class, who is careless towa^s studies 
and generally neglects her home asjsigrmients etc. The student 
who tells lies and often copies the work of 
and is selfish - is dis] iked by me. Again 
student is intelligent but if she merely boasts of her 
intelligence and does not work regularly - one is disllKBd 
by me. 


fellow students 
although one 


30. 1 do not like a student who does not make a 

willing effort to come up to ray expectations. a student 

Is clumsy in her habits of dress and makes no efforts to 
improve herself insplte of my goadings - she is not liked 

by me. 


31. The most objectionable thing about a student is 
her rude behaviour towards her elders. One who does not 
poLess a respectful attitude towards her classmates or seniors 
is very much outspoken, one who comes to the school only 
&> r the sake of attendance and takes no interest in the 
studies, is negligent in her assignments, is mt good in 

habits, the student who takes the 

and films or politics, one who is a ring in all h 

undesirable activities - is not liked by me* 
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32® A student is most disliked whesi she is not 
obedientj is not neat and clean, does not respect elders, 
does not do the home task regularly and is rude in behaviour 
both towards teachers and class-fellows and takes only one - 
sided interest either in studies or in games® 


33® I hate those students who do not remain attentive 
tovrards studies in the class, 

34, Studcsnt who tells a lie, cheats the teacher in 
the class, comes always late, is disobedient and is rude 
towards her teacher and indulges in unhealthy talks - is 

nob liked by me, 

35, her not doing the home task in time, habit of 
tearing of pages recklessly, throwing of ink etc. and not 
maintaining her note-books etc,, never asking any question, 
dull appearance, dirty clothes, dirty hand’-, etc,, not having 
all the things needed such as note-books, pens and books 
etc,, her complete? lack of interest in life, such as never 
participating'in extra-curricular activities - the presence 
of these factors in a stuient make me dislike her. 


The above quoted selected specimens of the responses 
of teachers reveal their mind for students. Even a casual 
porusfil of these responses makes it clear to a reader as to 
vdiat maker, the teacher like or dislike sttildents in the 
higher secondary classes. 

To draw a clear^ exact^ specific picture from these 
versions and to put the things in a nut-shell, we tabulate 

these characteristics in the following four tables exhi¬ 
biting the contents of these four respective parts of 
the above illustrated section. 




163 


TAjBLjil A ‘i’Uiil TEACH M <o LI K:jii 

THL ai'UDMTS IN BO^S^ SCHOOL3? 

Total Number of teachers = 72 


Gh arac t e ristic 


' Regular 
Good habits 
* Well-behaved 
1 Obedient 
Respectful 
' Active 
’ Hard-working 
Neatly dressed 
' lU. sc ip lined 
Honest 

' Asks rtlfCiculties 
Sine ere 

' Takes part in acti.v 
■, Intelligent 


Teachers expressing the charac 
teri st ics 


Frequency 


' ^ Frequency 


lOO.OO 
63 6 05 

63.38 

58.33 

51.39 

33.33 
31.94 
25.00 
22. 22 
13.00 
15.83 
13.89 
12. 25 
11.11 


TALLL B showing VfliAT I4iAl<L5 THB TBAOiiLRS DIBLIK jj. 
THF ST[Jhi:.NT3 IN BOYG* SCHOOLS ? 


Ch a r ac t e ri s t ic s 


Misbehaved 

’ Careless in studies 
Irregular 
' Bull 

, Disobedient 
, Xndisciplined 
Truant 

, Bad dressed 
Disrespectful 
‘ Dishonest 
I Miscellaneous 


Teachers expressing charac 
teri sties 


Frequency 


Frequency 

62.50 
48.61 
43.05 
29 . 10 . 
25. 28 

25.28 

22. 22 

15.28 

12.50 
9,72 

37.50 
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TiU3Li!J G TAlBL h a OWING Mi AT HaKIlo Td K TEAQHER.j 
LltCK 'JHli! b'T UDMiT G IxN gR.L6' SGHOULS V 

Total N’uinber of teachers = 63 


SI 

No 


Characteristics 


I 


’ Teachers expressing the 
! c h ar ac t e rl s t ic s 

II ____ , , . 

«_i*' requency jo frequency 


\ 


1 , 

Regular 

36 

5 57.14 

2 

Oood manners 


55.55 

3 » 

Intelligent » 

23 

, 44.44 

4 

Active 

28 

44 .44 

5 ' 

Obedient ' 

27 

» 42*85 

6 ; 

Hardworking , 

24 

38.09 

7 

Interested in studies 

24 

’ 38.0'9 

8 ' 

Neat and cleanC smart) 

23 

, 36.51 

9 

Cooperation vjith sts. 

23. 

36,51 

10 = 

Disc Iplined , 

20 

, 31.65 

11 * 

Initiative i 

17 

^.98 

12 , 

'Takes part in activities 

14 

' 22.22 

13 

Respectful * 

13 

, 20.63 

14 

Honest 

10 

15.87 

15 

Interested in garaes 

9 

' 14,28 

16 

arailing ' 

9 

, 14.28 

17 1 

Sincere 

8 

12.69 


TABLN D 


VJtlAT MAKhS THE TNACilhRS Dl SulKE TlIN 
STUDENTS IN (2IRLS° SCIIOOIB ? 


SI 

No 


Gharacterist Icr. 


'Teachers expressing 
characteristics 


the 



1 

1 — -. — 

> Frequency 

V 

% Frequency 

1 

t 

Misb ehaved 

I 

60 

I 

95, 24 

2 

' Not interested in 

studie:’) 45 

t 

71.43 

3 

' Bad habits 

43 

! 

68.24 

4 

Inactive 

; 29 

1 

46.03 

5 

' Indisciplined 

34 

1 

38.09 

6 

7 

8 

Irregular 
’ Shabby clothes 
i Disobedient 

, 31 

•30 

i 15 

i 

! 

33.33 
31.74 
23.81 

9 

Shirks work 

Not respectful 
* Dishonest 

j 

. 13 

8 

20,63 

10 

11 

6 

1 3 

1 

t 

1 

9 * 52 
4.76 
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Interpretation 

1 « Men. and women teachers have depicted no cogni¬ 
sable differences in their emphasis on various characteristics 
which make them like or dislike their respective boys® and 
girls' (students! in their classes, i’he characteristics 
of regularity and good habits have found the very first 
and second, posltionsrln both the tables A and G, Similarly, 
tabl.e B and table D show that the characteristics of niis“ 
bejhaviour and carelessness in studies on the part of students 
cause equal concern to me.ri and women teachers, however, we 
find men teachers have laid nwre emphasis on 'obedience* and 
'respectfulness' in bhoir students whereas women teachers 
show moie signifiCcUice towards 'intelligence' and 'active¬ 
ness' of the students in their studies, V/e c^'in infer that 
women teachers are more attentive to the academic side of 
the students than their counterpart men teachers. But for 
these exceptions the order of emphasis on various charac¬ 
teristics on tables A & G on one side and on tables J3 & D 
on the other side remains practically the same, V/e safely 
conclude that teachers both in("boys' andrgirls' schools 
hold similar opinions as to what makes them like and dis¬ 
like their students, 

2, Teachers have taken a global view of the per¬ 
sonality of a student. Teachers' attention is not found to 
be one-sided but they are found to be attentive towards 
both sides i,e, non-aCademic as well as academic development 
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of the stadents* fables A and G show ’Hegularity’ and 
' Boh avion r’ to top the list of characteristics TAiiiich make 
teachers like the sfciiderits« I'hat means, teachers expect 
the sbuflenbs to come daily to the school and be very nice 
and decent in their behaviour with teachers and students, 

.'•h Axi Tables B & D, 'Misbehaviour' and 'Gareless- 
ne;>s in studies* rank as ho« 1 and Bo. 2^ Characteristics 

v;hi.ch make the teachers dislike students. In continuation 
of the analysis of preceding paragraph, Lt is quite iu the 
fitness of things that teachers caniiob like a student 
merely by his regularity or behaviour in the school but the 
student is necessarily >’>Mjuiied to take full interest in 
his studies. We can. say, that a student cannot dodge a 
teacher and be liked by him merely by his dally visits 
to the school, obedience or respectfulness but it is also 
a miud. for him to take full pains in his studies if at al L 
hn v;arits to be liked by his teachers. 

In conclusion we can confidently say that regu¬ 
larity, behaviour ar>d loi.erest of a student in studies are 
the essential ingredients viiich make teachers like him. 

It is quite apparent that participation in co-curricular 
activities has not found much weight in the minds of th© 
teachers for liking and disliking their students* However, 
women teachers put nearly double (22*22^) the emphasis on 
these activities than is shown by men teachers (12.22^)* 
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Probably it is due to the fact that in the long ran teachers' 
efficiency is measured by the percentage of results he 
shows and worth of the student is gauged by the marks he 
secures in the examination, lAhen the teachers have speci¬ 
fically made mention of good behaviour on the part of the 
students as an important element because of -v^ieh they like 
the students, we will have to find vrsys to give co-curri« 
cular activities a dignified place in our whole system of 
education which help, determine, mould and develop the 
behaviour of students. 

ShQTlON IX 

Section I has recorded the responses of teachers. 

In this section responses of students received on the 
questionnaire ( jflpp® 2 ) are reproduced. As mentioned 
earlier, the researcher had collected responses from 238 
boys and 196 girls, Oiie researcher made a thorough study 
of all the responses. As expected, a number of responses 
contained the same ideas. Taking all these points into 
consideration, an English translation of them was mad© 
keeping the ideas of students intact. W© produce in the 
following pages, 70 responses each from boys* and girls* 
schools. 


Similar to Section I, this Section II too Is 




divided into the following four partss 


Part VJ VJhat makes the students 11'^e teachers in 
boys® school!? 

Part X itiat makes the sbudeiits dislike teachers in 
boys' schools? 

Part Y bhat makes the students like teachers in 
girls' school:? 

Part Z What m;altes the students dislike teachers in 
girls' schools? 


PALiT W Mi AT MaKKo iHK StUDMTo LlKk IN 

BOYS' dCHOOLd? 


1. I likejthe teacher who does not threaten the 
students in any vray. He should teach in such a way that 
stiidr.-ni.s do not feel any need of help-books. He should 
teach according to the level of understanding of students 
and try to inculcate in students the habit of doing work 
without any fear of punishment. He should solve all the 
problems of the students. 

2. We like a teacher who teaches every lesson 
very seriously. He should hot be rude in his treatment 
with us. He should make each and every lesson crystal 
clear. He should give an extra-textual knowledge. If 
there is any lesson about foreign country, he should tell 
us about that country so that we may learn and adapt good 
things of that country. He should guard us from bad habits. 
He should show us the path of honesty and Brahamcharya, 




3o Our "tsacliftrs "taach us tell, us good thingsj 

correct our mistakes and solve our difficulties« ^ley do 
not scold U 3 » Good teachers not only teach subject-matter 
but tell us things concerning other fields too» 

4, A teacher has extensive Imowledge® 
teaching is very good. He talks very frankly. His 

treatment with us is very good. I like all those xeacners 

vriio treat us like friends. 

5 Many teachers teach us. Time to time they guide 
our oath They teach us seriously. Vfe also like those 
teachers who teach us discipline, ^though we are tenth 
class students, hut still we need the guidance of teachers 
for the present as well as for the future. 

6 We feel urivileged to enjoy the help of teachers 

Nehru who brought laurels Jiainnu?^fbb«’^« 

teachers are dedicated to the cause ot Duxiui.i.i *5 

which makes us like them the most. 

7. Teacher should consider ;^1 * 

he should ten ufabou? gLesV^mktters of genera toow- ’ 
he should tell Tenchers should show us historical 

plaKsf ?Jer=boSld-hot"Smlln Sgry with students after 

pvmlshing them. 

R The future of a student depends on the teacher. 

8, ine -r -the teacher who has the 

He can raise vlli Int^st, treats all 

following 1 ^11 In time, his first aim 

students alike, school, should not tell 

should be should be industrious and polite, 

lies before the students, sno should tell us to respect 

should sntsrt^n bs ^ile slso be 

TpatS^! nf stould explain the things tooroughly. 

Q Teachers can Inspire the students for M IHeA 
^ e , rhi, thev should necessarily be ideals in themselves, 
ajid fox ftftti dsvolop thi© ohaxactQX of ixis 

Only a man of dutiful to their work to make 

students, teachers should be dubiiu^^^ Teachers can 

the students appreciate ^eds. The teacher 

iS^rd^"S?rw^ “wi"^ ^d^’t^r? .n'd devotion. 




lO* A good teacher is one who teaches from his 
experience and does not make the students merely book¬ 
worms. He should treat them alike and teach accordingly to 
their interest* 

ll« Like all hum an-beings, a teacher too possesses 
good and bad points in him« He may have bad habits, but 
inspite of all this, he should teach well in the class and 
come in time. He should be careful towards discipline and 
should not give way to bad habits in the school* He should 
not waste time In gossips in the class and should be strict 
at the time of studies* 

12, A teacher is a guide to the students. An ideal 
teacher should possess several qualities. If a teacher is 

an ideal one- his students will be the same. A teacher 
should be intelligent and should not use wrong methods vrtaile 
teaching a lesson* He should be very familiar with his 
students. He should talk to them as a friend. He should 
have a sweet temper and a good personality. He should be 
sincere towards his duty. He should not miss any period 
of the class. He should not boast just as some teachers 
say, 'I can teach better, none can teach just like me', It 
leaves a bad impression on students. They think that teacher 
simply boasts and doesjmthing else. He should teach his 
students in a clear method. 

13, We like a teacher if he comes to the school 

in time and possesses good character. He should not indulge 
in party politics. He should have a good method of teaching 
30 that the students understand whatever is taught, 

14, We like a teacher who tells us*, in addition 
to studies, other things of knowledge which we do not know. 
Sometimes, he should also make the students laugh. He should 
teach well and teach seriously. H© should care for the stu¬ 
dents whether they come to school or not. 

15, That teacher is liked, who does not waste 
our time in idle talks. He should teach us in such a way 
that we are able to understand it. He should treat all 
students alike and not be prejudiced against any one. He 
should Inform us about politics, ethics and manners of 
living. 


16. I like a teacher who is good and expert in 
inmartlng knowledge. He should teach us morals and human 
Values. He should not Indulge in Idle talks while teaching. 
He should make best use of time. 




17« We like a teacher if he has good character, 
teaches well, speaks nicely, and is not angry with any one. 
He should talk politely and should not beat any body much, 

A teacher can be a good teacher only when he, besides 
teaching, talks of general knowledge md tells us matters 
of political importance, 

13» A student can like a teacher if he teaches 
well. He cannot correct the students by beating. If he 
speaks well and teaches well, students themselves bow 
before him. I consider such a teacher as an ideal one, 

19, I like that teacher who speaks politely with 
all students and teaches well. He should be an expert and a 
competent person to impart knowledge. IThat teacher is liked 
who is able to command respect from students. He should 
tell things about games, ethics and morals. 

20, We like that teacher who loves us. He solves 
our problems. Suppose, if our father does not get his pay 
in time and we are unable to deposit our school fee, the 
teacher deposits it from his own pocket and collects from 
us later on. He teaches us very seriously and checks the 
home task regularly. We are happy with him as if he is our 
parent. He resorts to punishment very rarely and when we 
confess our fault, he lets us go. Only those teachers who 
do not accept private tuition work, can teach very well in 
the class. The teachers who treat students like their own 
sons are liked by me, 

21, There are some teachers wirio teach us well, 
work well in time and bear no prejudice against any student. 
A teacher should create a congenial atmosphere for studies 
in the class and treat the students just like his sons. He 
should never think of inflicting severe punishment on stu¬ 
dents. 


22. A teacher is the builder of the nation. He 
is expected to possess certain qualities. A teacher can 
well prevail upon students by his decent method of teaching 
and it matters little if his knowledge is not up-to-date. 

He Can create interest in studies. He should be above any 
prejudice. He should not boast before students but impart 
knowledge to them and help them in the development of their 
personalities, 

23. There are some teachers of very high character 
in our school. They do every work nicely and well In time. 
%ey are careful towards discipline. Our principal Is also 
a man of character. He tries to mend children vdth love and 




affection. It is only a last resort with him to send lor 
parents when all his efforts fail to set the students right* 
Such like habits should be imbibed by all teachers. 


24® I like that teacher who takes interest in 
teaching and is regular and punctual in the class. He makes 
US work. He should not tee very strict and should not give 
punishment all the time. He should have the ability to make 
students at studies,who are found weak in the class, good. 


25, I like that teacher who teaches us well. If 
we are unable to understand, he should try to make us under- 
stand. He should be interested in teaching, H© should 
assign less home task and some small things to be done at 
home. He may punish us but veiy rarely. He should teach 

us and play with us as per schedule. He should tell us 
of good morals to enligliten our lives, 

26, I like the teacher who possesses the following 
qualities. He comes to the school in time and is nevei angiy. 
He should show sympathy fb rjthe students and never beat the 
students mercilessly. He should go on making the things 
clear till all students have understood. He should keep 

the students happy in the class. He should assign an appro¬ 
priate amount of home task, 

27, The teacher vjho teaches well* considers us as 
his sons and does his task very well insoite of our mistakes 
here and there. The teacher who loves us and does not ask 
us to engage private tuition, is liked by us* 


28 


I like that teacher who finishes his courses 


J- -- - 

in time and treats students in such a way which makes 
students respect him. He should clear the doubts of all 

students* 


29, I like teachers who impart good education in 
a very decent manner. He should tireat ^1 students alike 
whether they belong to rich or poor families. 


I like that teacher who comes to school to 
4 -^mo anri teaches his subJect very nicely. He does not beat 

lest they should not Ilk, ® oortlufto"' 

MrtVisaT»<i «vioiiid nav due regard to the students accoruxng v 

the“f ageTe^ls!^The stulsuts ?lrst 

tima if they do not understand something to the iirsi^ 

*tSS*s sho^d he »ade clear to stud^xts *en 
asked rather than giving rebuff to them. 
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3l» Teacher maizes the life of a student. He is 
even above parents who bring up the child. The teacher 
brings a new light In the life of a student. There are 
teachers in our school who consider students as their sons 
and behave with them just like their friends, Ihe teacher 
who entertains too while teaching is recognized to be a good 
teacher. 


32, Only a good teacher is well held by the students. 
The teacher who has good temperament and teaches in such a 

way that all students understand hirnj is taken to be an ideal 
teacher by them. The teachers who adapt an easy method of 
teaching 5 treat the students well, and are kind-hearted are 
liked by all, 

33, A teacher should be a man of lofty thoughts. 

The students should respect teachers and teachers in turn 
should be men of good qualities so as to command instant 
respect from them. A teacher should be a man of good charac¬ 
ter, He should not talk of matters which does not behove 
his professional standing. He should love students and talk 
to them politely to make them happy, 

34, The teacher -idio does not scold but makes the 
things more clear \^en the students fail to understand, is 
liked. The teachers who do not exploit students are liked 
by us. 


35, He should always be in the best of spirits and 
not award punishment without sufficient reason. He should 
have full knowledge of his subject. He should know how to 
teach. He should listen to students' difficulties attentively 
and remove them, 

86. I like those teachers who are sympathetic 
towards the students. Teachers should create such an en- 
vlronmmt in which students forget everything else and like 
to study only, We like a teacher when there exists a 
feeling of oneness between him and us and he cares for our 
emotional problems in addition to studies, some of us 
revolt against our parents because they do not give us the 
love that they should. This deficiency can be met if the 
teachers compensate us for this, When any student m^es 
mischief, he should look into this problem keeping Its back¬ 
ground in view and try to convince the student of its 
adverse results, 

37, The first thing in a teacher which makes him 
great ie that he treats all students alike, vdiether rich op 

p0&Tt high or low* 
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38® I like a teacher for his habits| character^ 
way of talking and teachings I like a teacher who teaches 
us sincerely and makes teaching interesting. He is not 
partial towards any students He does not beat us without 
sufficient reason® 31iie teacher should be Jovial because 
he only can be approached by us® The teacher should ^so be 
master of his subject, 

39» A student likes that teacher wirio is always 
cheerful and has a great sense of humour. This is the' fore¬ 
most requisite of a good teacher. Secondly, he should make 
the topic interesting by giving examples etc. and try to 
attract the attention of the students to his teaching. He 
does not resort to rod to mend the erring children, but 
deals with them tactfully. A teacher should also be frank 
with his students* 

40, I like my Maths, teacher very much because his 
method of teaching is simple and interesting, Vhatever he 
teaches us 5 we understand It, He Is very noble and kind. 

He loves the students. He treats all the students alike. 

He never makes discrimination among students. He is always 
punctual to the school. He puts on simple clothes* He 
always helps the weak students® 

41, I like a teacher because he does not give 
punishment to the boys. He talks very gently with a student 
and treats a student like a younger brother. His method of 
teaching is good. He helps us in all matters, 

42, A teacher should never be angry and pressurise 
any student for his personal work. He should teach well and 
should never miss the period. He should make the students 
work and should never neglect his duty. He should be well 
qualified and know how to teach. The teachers vrtro mix with 
the students and inculcate good ideas are liked by us, 

43, The most important thing in a teacher is his 
sweet temper. With his good treatment, most of the students 
will like him. Secondly, a teacher must be well informed 
in his subject. Only then he can teach the students and is 
liked by all of them. 

44, Some teachers teach us well and they have a 
great power of explanation. They explain in such a way 
that we are able to understand every thing. These teachers 
take Interest in teaching the students. 




45b Vte n the teacher explains a particular topic 
in a simple and fine way, he is liked by uSo The teacher 
should assign us less home task so that we can learn what™ 
over he teaches us in the class* If we are assigned a lot 
of work, we are not able to read our lessons or solve sums 
at home® I prefer those teachers who assign less work and 
give us time to develop ourselves* 

46* I like a teacher who has good pronunciation, 
solves problems of the students, gives exsimples from every¬ 
day life to explain her point, xireats us politely and is 
never rude with us® 

47a There are some special characteristics of a 
good teacher. He checks our home task daily, takes the period 
regularly, teaches very candidly and also removes our diffi- 
culties in his vacant periods. He holds tests in his subject 
bi-weekly and sends our note-books to the Principal for his 
perusal. 


48. In my opinion, I like a teacher who is regular 
and punctual to take his periods, makes his teaching in¬ 
teresting by cutting jokes and giving examples, does full 
justice to the lesson and treats all students alike, 

49, Teachers are liked because of the very fact 
that they teach us and they are our builders. It is a 
common, saying, 'Teachers can make or mar the career of a 
student', 


50, I like the teachers because they are our Gurus, 
They make the life of a student. They change the course of 
the life of a student and make him a great man. Good treat¬ 
ment, simplicity and jovial temper earns them willing obe¬ 
dience. 


51, In my opinion, I like teachers because they 
teach us good manners. They mould our character. They work 
hard and also make us good students, 

52, A teacher is liked if he understands the 
Interests of students and helps in their fulfilment. For 
®xajnpl@i if a student is good at studies, he should be 
inspired for the same. If a student is interested In model 
making, he should be helped with money as well be guided 
properly. He should check students from goihg on a wrong 
path. There is no student who fails to respond to the loving 
and affectionate behaviour of teachers. If the teacher 
treats the students like brothers and corrects their wrong 
habits happily* he is liked* 
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53e I like those teachers vho take much interest 
in teaching in the class* The teacher must foe a master of 
his subject. He should make the subject interesting by his 
techniques so that students should understand it easily® 

He must be able to control the students in the class® 


54e I like a teacher teaches us in a good 
manner^ checks the home task daily and guides us to face 
the difficulties i^tch we may have in our daily lives. I 
also like a teacher \*io supplies us additional knowledge 
regarding current affairs. That teacher, I think is good 
who himself practises ■vhat he preaches to the students. 
Suppose, he asks us to come in nent and clean unifoima, he 
must also turn up clean and tidy. If he advises us not to 
smoke, he should not himself fall a prey to that evil habit. 

55. We like a teacher who teaches v:ell and attends 
the periods regularly. Some teachers are favourably inclined 
towards few students and are Indifferent towards others. 

If a student, good at studies, does not bring his home task, 
he Is set free-, but when a weak student does not payoduce 
his home task, he is beaten, I like a teacher who treats 
all students alike. 


S6, I like a teacher who comes In the class daily 
and teaches us regularly. He takes ample interest in his 
work. I also like a teacher who explains us without any 
hesitation, expresses his ideas clearly without taking help 
of not©«book 3 , tells us things correctly with confidence 
and does not ignore the questions of students. 


57 . I like a teacher who is always kind»hearted 
to students, helps them and adapts the principle of equality 
for all students whether they belong to rich or poor fami¬ 
lies, Mother thing is that he helps all the weak as well 
as brilliant students. Besides teaching, a teacher should 
help and have a deep affection for all the students. 


58. If mother is the first teacher, teacher is 
next to her. Some teachers teach In such a way that the 
students do not like to leave the classroom. They repeated- 
Iv exDlain and clear a point which is not understood by 
studSt^ Some teachers make the things so clear that even 
students of average in^SelligetMse understand them. 


59 , I like that teacher who Is punctu^ to his 
work, has a clear voice and his method of 
and suited to the standard of the class. He should not 




punish students for studies^ because they may be slow- 
learners® However^ a teacher may resort to punishment 
students make mischief a Teachers should answer 
students' questions again and again* 


60, All teachers have different methods of teaching 
Some Indulge in light talk while teaching. I like teachers 
who mean business and acquaint the students with the things 
8,xound. “th.© i **lov©** 't©acli©r's 

their classes well in time* 


61, A teacher must be kind to the students. He 
should check the home task daily. He should not punish 
the students for petty things. In serious matters^ he 
should take action against the erring students. He should 
be very frank with the students. He should treat the 
students as his own children. A teacher must always be 
ready to remove the difficulties of students, A teacher 
should be so effective in person that he needs no rod in 
his hand to control the class# 


62# I like a teacher who comes to the class as 
soon as the period starts and immediately begins his work 
so that there is no room left for students to make a noise. 
He should also entertain the students in his period by his 
witty repartees® I like a teacher >rtio does not allow 
copying in the examination and if any body copies, he Is 
punished# 


63, I like a teacher if he is good natured, teaches 
in such a way as interests the students and if he mixes with 
the students* 


64, There are many characteristics in persons 
which make any teacher liked by us. Firstly, his method 
of teaching should be good# Secondly, he should be Impar¬ 
tial, Thirdly, he should be always ready to remove the 
difficulties of students# Fourthly, he should encourage 
students to pursue good paths. Above all, he should enjoy 
his job while teaching the students* 

65. I like a teacher who attends the class 
regularly, talks frankly with students and gives liberty 
to students to express themselves. A teacher idioni I would 
like should teach clearly and confine himself to the pres¬ 
cribed courses only. He should not lose his temper all the 
time. He should pay individual attention to students and 
make his teaching clear. 
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,^11 ^ ^ teacher who teaches well* treats 

expl^ns well gives additional information about the 
subject and does not refuse to answer our questions® 

u'T ^ ^ ® teacher who mixes with the students, 

while teaching entertains the students wtien they are tired 
or learning I does not use the rod to correct the erring 
students, and applies psychological methods to meet the 
situations® He should understand the limitations and 
problems of students* He should make his teaching interst- 


68* I like teachers because they guide us in 
childhood® Miile parents bring up the children* teachers 
prepare them for future citizenship. Company moulds the 
man, so students will be come what their teachers are® 

69. Teachers are liked because they consider 
stud«-‘'nt3 as their sons and make their lives purposeful® 
^though there exist no blood relations between students and 
teachers, yet teachers take full pains in teaching the 
students. The way of teaching makes a teacher good or bad® 

70® The teachers who teach in any easy and interst¬ 
ing way and try to make the students understand the subject, 
are good teachers. Teachers are considered nation-builders 
as the education imparted by them makes the students great 
men and prepare them for the service of the nation. 


PART X DISLIKE TEAGHms 

Xil BQYS* SCHOOLS? ^ ^ 

({mi 

We have read in the words ofTstudents what makes 
them like teachers in boys’ schools. Now in the following 
expressions we will find what makes them dislike teachers. 
It is not necessary that the previous expressions and the 
following ones may be of the same students. It could not 
be done because some students answered well the Question 
Ho. 1 i.e® ’’Hhat makes you like a teaoher“whlle the 
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Question No® 2| 1*©* *H^at makes you dislike a teaclier*®. 
Here again out of 232 e.xpr©ssions only 70 are reported® 


1* A teacher is disliked by students 'v^en he 
threatens them with puhishment. They get afraid of him 
and don't ask him any question, llhe development of their 
power of thinking Is thwarted. Teachers shoifLd not threaten 
the students without sufficient reason® 

2® Tftie teachers are Irregular in attendance, 
teach less and simply hear songs from students are disliked® 
Some students make a noise in the very presence of a teacher 
but the latter does not check them. This sort of liberty 
spoils the children, 

3® We do not like teachers who assign too much 
home task® And when it is not done, they beat us with rods 
and turn us out of the class® 


4. Some teachers beat us severly even for pretty 
offences® They do not advise us but resort to punishment 
for our mistakes® Some teachers have certain apiaa^atuses 
in their charge but when requested for by students, the 
teachers grudge issuing the same to them® If students 
express resentment, the teachers start looking down upon 
the students. Students retaliate and bitterness increases 
to the point of quarrel. Some teachers fail the students 
if they do not take private tuition from them® 

6. We do not like many teachers M&io lack sweet 
nature. They always find an excuse to beat the students® 
Teachers do not teach children as children. They look 
down upon them. I do not like such teachers though they 
may be having many qualities® 

6® We do not like such teachers as do not know 
the method of teaching. Some teachers merely come to the 
class, teach and go® Sometimes teachers do not come to 
the class® They even start beating the students for minor 
faults® Some are so hot-headed that they beat the students 
on petty pretexts. 

7* Some teachers do not treat the students well. 
They do not listen to students and start beating® Some do 
not come to teach in their periods® If they come to the 
class, they do not teach according to the wishes of the 
students* 


8* 8oBie teachers heat us without any reason® They 




180 


do not teach us in their periods and gossip witti other 
teachers® If at all, they teach, they do it for five to 
ten minutes only and leave the claSvS® They do not check 
the home task and wtim they are requested, they say, "It 
is our job and we will do it". If at all they see the 
note-books, they put tick^marks here and there and sign 
them without checking the questions* 

9a Our teachers have many qualities but they have 
bad points too. Some teachers beat the students too 
much® Some teachers come to the school but do not teach 
and simply relax in the classroom® 

10® Our teachers will improve their defects 
themselves because they will think that their bad doings 
will have bad iumrassion on the students® Some teachers 
beat too much® Beating never improves the students® Some 
teachers are in the habit of smoking in the class itself® 

To beat for wrong things may be justified but some 
teachers beat even for right things® 

11® We are taught by a number of teachers* Some 
of them pay no attention towards discipline, studies or 
sports® That is why we do hot like them, 

12. !nie majority of teachers are engaged in 
making our as well as our country* s future® The question 
of disliking them does not arise® I wish to sacrifice 
everything for them® I want to become a teacher so that I 
can do ray bit to make the future of my country bright. 

13. All teachers are learned® They treat us 
well* iiiey utilize their time well® They take their 
periods regularly. They teach well® They pay attention 
to all the subjects. So, we like them all. 

14® I do not like a teacher who is one«sided. 

He wishes us either to study or to play. I like a teacher 
■urfio makes us play as well as study, 

15® I do not like a teacher who has no character, 
tells lies, but advises students to develop character, and 
speak the truth. It is something incongruous for a bad 
teacher to e:xpect students to be good. 

16® I do not like teachers who do not treat the 
students politely? who attend classes once or twice a month? 
wo do not take interest In teaching? who do not take the 
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students to playground in the period of games and do not 
supply sports material® I like those teachers take 
interest in studies, games, dramatics etc® 

17® Wow-a-days, teachers do not know how to teach® 
They are not punctual in their duty® They have r» experience 
of teaching® Most of the teachers are not aware of their 
period* They do not present ideals before the students® 

They abuse the students® They have no good temper and are 
always angry® They are not highly educated teachers. They 
are careless and have no good personality® 

13® I do not like the teachers who do not come 
to school in time, hate poor students, doze while sitting 
in the chair In the class, come five minutes after the 
bell has gone and leave the classroom five minutes earlier, 
want to kill time, for v^om teaching is just a means of 
earning livelihood, who beat the students severly for punish¬ 
ment spoils the students, who use tricks in teaching, 
boast and smoke before the students and tell stories of 
movies. 


19. These days, it is observed teachers do not 
perform their duties with full devotion. They simply make 
it a source of income. This is the root cause of dis¬ 
satisfaction among students. Some teachers find their 
way into the schools either on the recommendations or by 
bribing. They lack ability. Their behaviour towards stu¬ 
dents is not amiable and friendly® They work \dth autho¬ 
rity* They do not take interest in their work. 

20® Teachers should teach by example and not 
by precept. They advise the students not to smoke but 
they themselves smoke before the students. 

21® Some teachers violate the discipline of the 
school. They tell the students not to smoke but themselves 
smoke in the school® They use foul language, come late 
and talk Irrelevant at the timejof teaching in the class. 

They put on gaudy clothes and Students imitate them. They 
take tea in school time. Students make a noise and the 
teachers do not bother. V&ien the principal is away, teachers 
engage themselves in gossip, 

22. One of our teachers punishes the students. 

He does not bother whether one passes or fails. He punishes 
a boy who falls in his subject. He should not dislike 
weak students and always like a good student. He is not 
regular in his teaching. He talks with other teachers In 
the canteen or in the library and misses the class or comes 
to the class when half the period is over. H® ©uses the 
students* 
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23. Some teachers are proud of their knowledge 
and exhibit superiority* They don®t want even to talk with 
the students* The effect of this is that students don't 
give respect to such teachers. I also dislike this type 
of teachers. A teacher is both a friend and guide to the 
student. It is also bad that some teachers make fun of a 
certain student in the staff-room or before their colleagues. 
The student reacts to it and he does not respect such 
teachers® 


24® There are many reasons for disliking a teacher. 
The number of students disliking their teachersj is appall¬ 
ing. These days many teachers leave bad impression on the 
students. Some teachers are empty-headed and try to rule- 
over the students by sheer authority. This creates hatred 
for teachers® 


25, Some teachers apply such methods of teaching 
that we do not understand at all. They look at us with hate¬ 
ful eyes and beat us even over trifles. The teachers who 
doze outside the class and at once go to sleep wiien they 
come to the class - are not liked by us. 


26. The first duty of the teacher is to ask the 
students about the actual work they are to do, but they d3 
not pay attention to this aspect and simply while away 
the time of the class in idle talk. Mien the period is 
over, they will assign 40-60 questions from the book and 
warn us that we shall be punished if we fail to do the 
questions. How can we solve questions which have not been 
don© in the class and >hen we fail to solve the questionsj 
we keep away from the class simply to save our ^In. 


27. The first duty of the teacher Is to see 
that the work is done in the class. But there are many 
teachers who simply smoke, "Biri or Cigrette" and kill 
the time. Vftien the period is nearly over, they ask those 
students have not done their home task to stand up® 

They cane them and go away. Some teachers do only book 
reading « do not make the lesson clear and ask the students 
to solve all the questions by themselves® 


28. I dislike a teacher \&io is not good at 
teaching. He takes money from students, Passes them and 
does not teach properly. I do not understand his teach¬ 
ing® He is not kind to the children. 


29® Uiere are some teachers neither impart 
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good edueation nor show a good path to the students* In«- 
stead of all this^ they exploit the students* Tiiey do 
not turn up in the class and remain outside the class 
talking with students* Some teachers com^o ttie school 
late* They do not teach the students properly^ violate 
the discipline of the school and adopt wrong paths* Such 
teachers Can never be liked by me* 

30* We do not like teachers who are irritated 
or who start beating when we ask them to explain anything 
contained in the lesson being taught. There are occasions 
when we are produced before the principal merely because 
of our pointing them out their mistakes or they would turn 
us out of the class. We do not like teachers who look 
down upon the students, 

31, We do not like teachers whose treatment 
with us is not good. They come to the class with written 
notes or teach us from books open in their hands. This 
does not add to the knowledge of students. Wiat can a 
teacher teach about moral education when he himself smokes 
or drinks or does not give chance to students to ask ques¬ 
tions in the class* Ttnis will frustrate the students and 
they will lose interest in their subject, 

32* When a student happens to commit a mistake, 
the teacher starts beating the student without caring for 
his own mistakes. He teaches less and loads the students 
with heavy home task. Such things lessen the esteem of 
the teacher in the students* eyes. 

33, There are teachers who are unable to cover 
their syllabus in the class. Teachers should try to mend 
naughty students and make them interested in studies* ^They 
should not impose fine on those who laugh in the class. 
They should not create such a situation where the student 
is compelled to leave the school* 

34. We dislike teachers who kill time in gossip. 
The teachers who dictate pages after pages are not liked. 
The result of dictation is stereotyped answers In the 
examination. It is better if they clear the points well 
In the class so as to increase the general knowledge of 
students. Teachers should not resort to the rod for petty 
things. 


35. I do rot like teafihers who are afraid of 
physically strong students and try to dominate over the 
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weak ones* I do not like a teacher who does not teach 
well and comes to the class late® 

36* I do not like a teacher who beats us for 
no fault of ours* Some teachers waste our time, Ihey 
teach us in such a way that we understand nothings A 
teacher does not cooperate and love his pupils, is 
not liked* ’ 


37 ® I dislike teachers of the following types 5 

(1) One who does not care for the success or 
failure of his students and simply thinks 
that the doing of his job is sufficient 
In itself* 

( 2 ) One who hates studies. 

(3) One who does not look into the circums¬ 
tances of the student, teases him to such 
an extent that the latter is compelled 

to leave the school and spoil his life® 

(4) One '((dio gives no chances to students to 
ask questions. 

(5) One does not care for the welfare 
of students* 

38® In my opinion there is no bad teacher. But 
still some teachers lack things, because of which students 
do not consider them to be good teachers* They do not treat 
all students alike® They develop bad feelings for students 
which are reflected in their behaviour. 

39 ® I do not like a teacher who does not supply 
us with sports material and makes us sit Idle in our period 
of games® 


40. There are some reasons why we do not like 
Shri XXZ. Though his method of teaching is very good, yet 
he Is very strict. He puts so much emphasis on hand¬ 
writing that we have to do the same work again and again. 

We realise that the handwriting should be good but If can¬ 
not be improved overnight. 

41. I do not like our teacher of Ehglish because 
he does not teach us well. He remains on leave for many 
days. He beats too much. His behaviour is not good at all* 
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42e I regard, liiose teachers as ¥ery bad 
preach but do not practise^ We hate a teacher does 
not mderstand the difficulties of the students, beats them 
and n nes them® 


43a I dislike the teachers who do not teach well® 
Our teacher of Qiglish gives us heavy home task® He teaches 
full one lesson a day whether the students understand or 
not® He punishes too much® He does not take Interest in 
teaching® His aim is to cover the syllabus. He considers 
education umeless® He does not teach us through Hindi but 
only through Ihgllsh* 

44® It is bad on the part of teachers to punish® 

It spoils the character of the students. They start play® 
ing truant® Teachers should punish the least® A teacher 
who does not teach well should be reported against® If 
a teacher punishes the students, the latter accuse him of 
having a bad character® 

45, I have seen many teachers who cannot teach 
well and do not explain when the student asks him to do so® 
They do not attend to the students® lliey beat if the 
students don't do their work. They do not teach in the 
class and ask for tuition. If a student has tuition with 
some other teacher, he Is asked questions to tease him. 

We do not like such teachers® They feel jealous of and 
beat the students over trifles® 

46® We do not like the teacher who accepts private 
tuitions® He explains less and beats more® He does not 
do his work and the students suffer. If the ^udent ex¬ 
presses his views, he Is snubbed® 

47® If we do not do our work, we deserve punish¬ 
ment but the teachers punish us as if we were thieves® 

Tte refore we dislike the teacher. They may teach 
sitting on the chair but they should not beat us like 
this® 


48, We do not like teachers who \diile away their 
time in the class® This compels the students to take pri¬ 
vate tuition on the temptation of success in the examination® 
A teacher should teach as diligently in the class as he 
does in the case of private tuition. If you ask the poor 
parents how they manage to pay to the teachers, they would 
say that they would eat less. It Is a cry of their soul. 
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49* I do not like the teachers ■vdio do not cover 
the syllabus but beat the students to umonsclousness. They 
also fine the students* Students can pay fine either by 
stealing or by troubling their parents. Sometimes students 
develop a feeling of animosity. Therefore they should 
not be fined, 

50® Students dislike the teachers ¥ho sit idle 
in the class or beat the students without reason® Students 
hate them and wish that they should not come to their 
class® 


6i, Some teachers beat without reason, ^ey 
teach fast and in a strange way. They regard themselves 

f reat teachers® If a student asks anything, he is beaten, 
hey come to the school for one day and have four days® 
leave® They beat too much with the result that students 
fear attending the school® 

62, If a teacher tells us more about vs^rldly 
things, he wastes our time. He should tell such things in 
some vacant or in P.T® period® 

53. Some teachers do not teach well or take 
interest in their work* They punish the students severly 
if they do not respond® If the teacher does not teach well 
and if the students cannot afford private tuition, they 
become weak in studies and fail in the examination. Some 
teachers hate the students and do not let them get through® 
Thfty do not cover the syllabus and ask for private tuition® 
They have no Interest in teaching and beat the students® 

54* Some teachers insult and beat the students* 
Therefore, the students always talk 111 of them. Teachers 
ill-'treat the students to pressurise them to take private 
tuition® If a student does not do so, he is failed® 

55® We do not like the teachers who accept pri¬ 
vate tuition, poor students cannot afford to pay. They are 
threatened that they would be foiled® They beat the students 
too much. They should teach affectionately. Teachers 
boast of their greatness before the students. 

56. We dislike the teachers who accept private 
tuitions® They want to rob the studants of their money. 

If they find the students rich, they call the parents or 
guardians and suggest for private tuition. To my knowledge 
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OUT school is the worst in this respect® We may be paupers^ 
yet we must pay tuition fees® 

57« We do not like teachers who themselves smoke 
or drink ^ile forbid us to do so* During their periods, 
they ask the monitor to control the class and themselves 

f o out* As a result^ the students don't make progress, 

hey develop dirty habits. They do not make use of the 
black-board. Some teachers talk in Ehgllsh in season and 
out of season simply to show themselves off® 

58, A teacher is disliked if he advises students 
to come in time but himself comes late, A teacher viho is 
half mad and teaches foolishness to the students, who en¬ 
traps students for private tuition, who does not teach in 
the school and runs his own academy at home, who harps on 
his own wrong waV and does not listen to the students, is not 
liked. 


59, I do not like at all a teacher who does not 
behave politely with all the students and who discrimimates 
between the high and the low, 

60, Some teachers talk tauntingly and practise 
discrimination. Some teachers do not teach well in the 
class and make groups for private tuition. The students 
who cannot afford to pay, suffer, 

61, Students do not like a teacher: 

(1) if a teacher does not bother to come to 
the class even when he is in the school 
and comes late to the class* 

(2) If he is not good-natured. He runs down 
the students after explaining a question 
once or twice, 

(3) If he assigns too much of home task, 

62 , I do not like at all the teachers who do cover 
merely a lesson or do an exercise in a period and do not 
bother about the difficulties of the students. They cover 
the syllabus of two weeks in two periods and then beat the 
students or call their parents to get their private tuitions. 
They are also In the habit of relaxing In the classroom. 
Sometimes, students start missing the periods for fear of 
punishment. 

63 , Sometiaies a teacher is annoyed and treats 

the students severly. This creates hatred for the teachers. 
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64a The teacher should not be lazy* He should 
not miss the class periods* Sortie teachers idle away their 
time in the staff-room, I do not like a teacher who considers 
all others Inferior to hlm« Any teacher yho asks for pri¬ 
vate tuition is not liked, 

66, We do not like a teacher who does private 
tuitions and is not impartial in the class. Some teachers 
are not capable of teaching and if we ask them any question^ 
they put us off with the word that they would do it the 
next day. Some teachers cannot maintain discipline in the 
class. Students make a noise and what they teach is not 
followed. Some teachers come to the class irregularly, 

66, I dislike a teacher who punishes students 
over trifles, is partial, irregular and who has dirty 
habits, A teacher who comes to the class unprepared, does 
not put question to test comprehension, is not liked. We 
also dislike a teacher who smokes in the classroom. 

67, I do not like teachers who come to the class 
and sit idle. There are some teachers who come to the class 
unprepared. They cannot make their teaching interesting. 

There are some teachers who come late, 

68, I do not like a teacher who is not regular, 
goes on leave during our examinatiom days, does not teach 
well in the class and advises the weak students to have 
some tutor in his subject. Indirectly, that teacher asks 
the student to make him his tutor, I also don't like 
teachers who try to take revenge on any particular student 
by giving him punishment or asking him to get out of the 
class, whereas he does not say ainything to other students® 

I do not think that teacher is a good one who punishes the 
students very much. There are some cases in which the student 
are taken to hospital aa a result of|havlng been awarded 
severe puhishment. It also does not behove of a teacher to 
urge students to come to school in time, not to smoke or 
remain absent while he himself Is not free from these 
defects. 


69, The teacher should never be Jealous of 
students. He should treat all students alike. Non-possess¬ 
ion of these characteristics on the part of a teacher will 
account for his dlsquallft cation, 

70, The first thing which makes us dislike a 
teacher is that he remains reserved. Secondly, does not 




talk with the students frankly« Lastly, he is so busy 
with his own afCalrs that he unloads his lesson on the 
elass without eyen giving any introduetion® 


PmT Y mTJ1 AKES_m£ LIKi; TiiAQHEiHS 

m GIRLS* ^CHQOL§r 


The researcher could contact only 196 girls 
whereas 232 boys were contacted. Following the same lines 
of selection of responses (as for the boys) only 70 
are reproduced belows 


1* The teachers should not be partial towards 
students* They should teach all students with equal in- 
tareste A teacher who speaks well Is liked by us, A 
teacher "vdio guides the students, helps and explains 
everything clearly, is also liked by students. The teachers 
who are jolly are good, 

2. I like a teacher who is the master of her 
subject, makes her lesson interesting, does not put ques¬ 
tions to only selected students and does not show favour- 
tism* 


3, Personal qualities and her method of teaching 
makes us like a teacher. Some teachers are very fond of 
teachings they do not show partiality and consider all stu¬ 
dents alike. The teachers who teach clearly are liked 

by students. I like a teacher who is disciplined and good 
to students. 

4, I like a teacher not because of her beauty 
but for her method of teaching. A teacher «ho teaches her 
students carefully and considers all students alike, is 
liked by me. The teacher who does not discriminate between 
an intelligent and a weak girl, is liked by me. I like 
much teachers as are prepared to eaqplain a thing time and 
again till they make us understand It thoroughly, 

5, A teaoherfe treatment for her students should 
be good* A teacher should teach us clearly* If any student 
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does not understand a things the teacher should explain 
the same again® A teacher should always he in a cheerful 
mood* She should consider her students like her sisters® 


6, The teacher who teachas us well and treats us 
like her younger sisters, shows no partiality towards any 
student, punishes the students only when it is necessary, 
does non punish for trifles, cares for the whole class and 
does not neglect dull students, respects the principal and 
is regular in teaching, is liked hy us. 


7, I like my teachers because they teach us very 
useful things, 'Biey teach us good habits and impart us 
knowledge. They come to the class regularly without missing 
any oerlod and take interest in teaching work. In case a 
student does not follow, the teachers explain that point 
again and again till every student in the class has com™ 
prehended. They give home task as well as class work 
regularly. They are not harsh and take interest in their 
work® 


8, I like a teacher who is dutiful and does her 
work honestly. The teachers who try their best to bring 
home the lesson, are liked hy me. Some teachers know their 
duty? they know the purpose of their coming to the school 
and so they want to make the students good, A teacher who 
explains thoroughly whatever she teaches, asks the students 
their difficulties and explains them the same, Is liked. 


9, I like the teacher who is lenient to the 
students. She must ask the students if they have problems 
to be solved and then she must help them In solving the 
same. She must punish a student only when she dese^es 
punishment and should not have any kind of partl^lty. 

The teachers idio mix up with the students, are the best. 


lO, I like my teacher very much. She teaches us 
Maths, Her way of teaching Is very fine. All toe students 
work regularly In her period. She does not ^ 

She has a good nature. She spends most of the time in teach- 
inaus. She wants to ln?)rove us, so she teaches us ern- 
clently. We learn very easily* All the students can solve 

the sums of Trigonometry, 

U. I like a teacher who has a good character* 

A teacher who has good habits. Is liked by every student. 

I like a teacher whom the students can ask a questi^ 

I Uk. ttot faoher als* 

pnal*li«ent for glTtng mong answers. If a stodlunt gives 
rwrong anawsr, the taaoher should eorreot her by pointing 
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out her mi.stakes* A teacher^ ■who possesses the above 
qualities. Is liked by me* 


12* In my opinion all teachers are good* They take 
up a new topic only when the previous one has been assimi¬ 
lated* We can ask again and again and they never become 
irritated* They have ndi partiality to-wards any student* 

Our teachers devote their free periods for the betterment 
of students who have some difficulty to get solved or who 
have remained absent on any day* 

13® Our teachers teach us well and with care* They 
explain to us again if we do not understand any question 
in the first instance. They do not scold any girl* They 
check the home-task regularly. They behave well with their 
colleagues* Ihey are regular and punctual* 


14* Our teacher **.**•*..teaches us well. She has 
good feelings for us. She comes to the class as soon as the 
bell goes and is never late even fo r a minute. She does not 
scold us without any sufficient reason. She talks to us 
nicely* holds good opinion for her students* 

15, In general, I like all teachers? and some of 
them are liked most because they teach us better* Whatever 
they teach, is grasped by all students* They give us dic¬ 
tation after teaching. They do not mind explaining a 
point again "vriien asked by students* They do not waste our 
time and are regular in all matters. 


16, I have a high opinion of all my teachers. 
They teach us well and are full of affection. They teach 
us regularly and ask us questions on the lesson covered 
by them the previous day. They assign home task and check 
it regularly* They love us, and I like them. 


17, We like all our teachers. We like our prin¬ 
cipal the most. She teaches us and tells us not to tell 
lies, not to steal, not to put off one day’s work till 
the coming day. She asks us to cultivate the uncultivated 
S; wastrfan^ She ^so advises us to keep our classroom 

clean* 

18• Our teachers teach us well and take care of 

atudents* They teach well and as 

They take us to the playgrounds. Obey come to the «lass as 

soon as the bell goes do not waste time 

peSod^ls wasted. They do everything to make the students 

good at studies. 
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19® A teacher should be intelligent, good at 
heart and -well educated* In our school, the teachers teach 
well and take good care of the students. They tell new 
things to the students. Our teachers have high ideas and they 
want to make students® lives sublime. They themselves lead 
simple lives. Their Ideas impress each one of us. Hiey 
never allow any body to make a noise In the class and teach 
very well. They make us play different games. They are 
always good tempered and are jolly. 'II''ey treat all the 
students equally. They never waste any period. 

20. The teachers of our school are very good. 

They teach us regularly and carefully. They possess 
qualities of good citizenship. They love us and entertain 
us too* 


21. We like our teachers because they speak 
sweetly to us and teach us well* They do not scold us 
nor do they tell lies before us* They treat all of us 
alike* Their teaching is easily comprehended, 

22. We like a teacher who takes care of us, 
takes her periods punctually and tests the knowledge 
imparted by her the previous day. She asks us to come 
forward with our difficulties. Her temperament should 
be good. She should not punish the students who do not 
do their home task. She should tell us good things and 
talk to us about great men. 

23. We like a teacher, who teaches effectively, 
loves her students, treats all students alkke, tells good 
things and checks the home task regularly, 

24. I like all ttiy teachers because they love us 
and check our work and teach us well. I respect my English 
teacher because her method of teaching is good. She gives 
us home task and checks it regularly. She takes good care 
of us. 


25. Our Ehgllsh teacher takes interest in us and 
we like her because she loves and treats us well. She checks 
home task in time, Vfoile teaching, explains every word, she 
teaches. She treats us all alike. She comes punctually to 
the class. May she prosper*. 

26. We like our teacher of Qigllsh because she 
gives eqndL treatment to all her students. She (toes not 
Hdss taking her classes. She gives home task regularly, 

Kven when it be raining, she comes to the class teaches 
us* She Is jndieious in awarding punishment. First she 
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reads out a passage and then she tells Its meanings^ Then 
she explains the les.son* 

27® W© like our teacher because she creates 
Interest and teaches so well that the students do not 
forget the matter taught. She gives us home task and 
checks it regularly. She treats all the students alike 
and gives legitimate freedom and cooperation to the stu¬ 
dent s. 


28. I like my teacher because she teaches us 
well and takes interest in her work. Herraethod of teaching 
Is so good that we understand the lesson very well. She 
talks to us sweetly. She instructs us in discipline. She 
explains to us again what we do not understand, I am 
regular in the work she assigns and do not give her any 
opportunity to punish me. 

29« We like our teacher because she teaches well. 
Her method of teaching Is so good that we learn everything. 
Her rebukes if ever, are for our good, 9ie checks us from 
going on the wrong path and guides us to tread the right 
path. We act upon her advice. 


30, We like our teachers because they do not make 
discrimination among students but teach and give motherly 
and sisterly affection. Sometimes they punish us, but that 
also is beneficial for our future. They work hard so that 
all the students get through. If a student fails, it is 
not the fault of the teacher. They give us extra time 
without caring for their health only to make our future 
bright. 


31, We like our teacher for her qualities. She 
teaches in such a way that we understand easily, nature 

is very good. She tells us new things everyday. She gives 
us first preference in everything. She comes to the school 
daily, keeps fit, remains happy and has good relations with 
other teachers. 


32, All the teachers are good, but I like one of 
them the most. She teaches very well. She explains the 
lesson well. She lowes us. she e^lslus 

we do not understand easily. She comes ^ the class in 
tine. She treats all of us slllce. She ases not W w 
student* She is a simple lifer and advises us to emulate 
her* She never absents herself from the school, I Ilk© 
everything In her. 
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33® Our teacher loves us and teaches us well® 

If we do not come prepared with our lesson or do some 
undesirable thingj she punishes and scolds us® ISiis 
gives us an opportunity to improve our defects. If we fall to 
understand a thing in the first instance, she explains 
it again® 


34® Our teacher always shows the way to progress. 
She advises us to love one another. She teaches us to 
respect the elders and to speak tih® truth. She checks us 
from doing wrong things and inspires us to become good 
girls® 


36® We like our teacher because she imparts us 
knowledge. She teaches us discipline and tells us many 
good things. She loves us® She explains again wl'iat we do 
not understand® She treats us all alike irrespective of 
whether a girl comes of a rich or a poor family® 

36* We like our teaciier because she teaches us 
and tells us many good things. She tells us how to study 
and speak® She gives equal treatment to all. She has no 
ill-will for anybody, 'therefore, we like our teacher, 

37. We like a teacher because she is regular In 
coming to the school. Jhe teaches with love. She tells all 
our mistakes so as to improve us* 

38® I like my teachers because they teach well 
and their method of teaching is such that we understand 
easily what they teach. They love us very much® Vflaen the 
examinations draw near, they work very hard with us. They 
give extra time to the weak students and they come to school 
regularly® 


39® I like my teacher because she has been teach¬ 
ing us for quite a number of years. She follows all those 
ideals which she preaches® She enlightens us with her 
knowledge. It becomes our duty to obey her® 

40. I like my teacher because she has taught us 
many good things during the past few years. She practises 
all the Ideals she preaches. Our future is in the hands of 
our parents. Our teacher teaches us high ideals by which 
we can form our character.® We like our teachers because 
they have good character. Ihey take us from dartoess to 
light. We are Impressed by their sayings. We think it our 
duty to obey them* 
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41^ We like our teacher because she teaches well 
and her method of teaching is goods If we do not understand 
a question, she ©s^jlalns the same again* She speaks loving¬ 
ly with all the girls and treats them alike* 

42, Vfe like our teacher because she teaches 
well. Her method of teaching is good. She teaches with 
love and does not scold us. If we fail to understand, she 
explains again. She treats us all alike and helps the 
poor. 


43, We like our teacher because she teaches us 
well. She loves us. She has a good physique. She leads 
a simple life. She explains a second time a thing we do 
not understand in the first instance. She treats all the 
girls alike. She makes no discrimination betvreen the rich 
and the poor students, 

44, We like all the teachers because they teach 
well and possess good character, 

45, I like my teacher because she is simple. She 
teaches us well and we fully understand it. She never comes 
to school late. She speaks lovingly. She scolds and beats 
us only when it is necessary, 

46, I like my teachers because they teach us well. 
They explain things a second time if we fall to understand 
the first time. They love us. They wear clean clothes 

and have simplicity in their living, 

47, We like our teacher because she treats us 
well. She speaks pleasantly to all students. She teaches 
us well and explains once again if we do not understand 

a thing fully. She treats us like her children and remains 
always ready to help the poor girls, 

48, 1 like my teacher because she is very good 
by nature. She loves us, teaches well and lives a simple 
life. She treats all the students alike* She looks at us 
with loving eyes and fills us with love. 

49* I like my teacher because her method of 
teaching is very good. She loves us. She works hard with 
us. The thing that I like the most in her is that sh© makes 
interesting even a boring lesson. She makes no discrimi¬ 
nation between one student and the other. 
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50« We like many teachers because they teach us 
wellj make us understand and above all teach with love, Ihev 

studies lest any student should fall. Now 
and then they entertain us too* Ihey never beat any stu¬ 
dent, love each one, do not discriininate among students 
and teach us good manners. They never leave the class 
while teaching. 


51. We like teachers who teach us well, take 
interest in teaching, come to the class in time and consi¬ 
der all students alike. 


52. There are many teachers in our school but I 
like my teacher of iiiglish the most. It is because she 
teaches very well, gives us two tests a week, treats all 
students eq.ually well and repeats the lesson when we do not 
understand it first time, I also like my teacher of 
Domestic Science, she comes to the class daily. We do not 
forget, what she teaches and she revises the lesson to 
clear all doubts whenever students ask her. 


53, We like our teachers because they always speak 
the truth, sermonise us as to how we can achieve success in 
life. She comes to the class in time, teaches well and 
teaches not simply from books but tells us many other things 
of importance to ua. 

54. I like my teacher very much because she always 
tells us good things. We are Inspired to hear from her 
"Work hard and get through securing very good marks". 

Teachers tell us that there should be no feelings of high 

or low or of untouchability in us. They preach us to love 
every one and to live like friends. We learn from them how 
to respect our elders, 

55* We like our teachers because they teach us 
virtues. They educate us in many things. Our teacher of 
Domestic Science tells us how to sit, walk, speak, respect 
and be hospitable to our guests. They enrich our lives by 
imparting us a lot of knowledge. They impress upon us the 
importance of mutual love and affection. They also explain 
to us things of gene ral knowledge, I am obliged to teachers 
for telling me so many valuable things, 

oo. Our teacher's method of teaching, her attend¬ 
ing the class in time, her recaptulatlng the lesson taught 
the previous day and then starting the new one with a very 
good Introduction makes us like her, ^e treats all 
students alike and is prejudiced against none. She makes 
the things easy it the students fall to understand. But 
the pl^ is that some teachers do not follow these principles 
and simply find faults with students. 
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57. A teacher should teach well® She should clear 
and raeic© us understand what she teaches. She should not 
scold but love the children* She should tell us matters 
of general knowledge and entertain us occasionally. She 
should be simple. Her voice should b© very clear. She 
should not discriminate between students and not hesitate 
repeating what is asked by students. 


58, We like our teacher because her method of 
teaching is very good. She is very punctual in her vork and 
takes us to task when we do not show our home task. But 
she never scolds us without suffioient reason. She works 
hard with us« completes her course in time and makes us 
work hard. This makes us like her, 

59, I like my teacher because she educates me 
and tells me so many things of Importance apart from the 
prescribed syllabus, , 31 ^ lays emphasis on discipline and on 
respect for elders. She coaches us how to prepare meals and 
do embroidery. She treats us like her daughters and sisters 
and loves us immensely. That is why w© like her, 

60, We like our teacher of Hindi because every act 
of hers is quite applauding to us. She comes to the class in 
time and never gets astray in humour. She takes two tests 

a week to examine the understanding of students. She is 
ready to repeat even ten times when we fall to grasp her 
teaching. She is happy to clear the students' doubts. 

Above all, she never punishes but when she makes us stand, 
she too remains standing in agony, 

61, We like our teacher because she tells us good 
manners. She teaches well and recapitulates the lesson 
regularly. She tells us the significeuice of reverence for 
elders and love for youngers. We like to act upon, her preach¬ 
ings® 


62, We like our teacher because she teaches us 
effectively. She teaches each word with love and that is 
why we understand it thoroughly. She seldom scolds us. She 
forbids us to do wrong things and tells us the right path. 
She tells us many things of practical value in our life. 

She does not discriminate students in her treatment. She 
points out our fsilts politely and never gets angry with us, 

63, Wo like our teacher because she teaches well 
and takes interest in her 30 b. She makes things clear to 
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students vith love and affection. She ad%rlses us not to 
have malice for any one, and to shun boasting. She tells us 
to come to school In the school«>unlfoim and respect our 
elders* I wish this teacher to be In my class for the -whole 
day. She holds weekly tests to ensure our understanding 
of the lessons, 

64* I like my teacher because she teaches us in a 
very easy way. This makes us -understand everything* When 
we fall to understand, she clears the point very politely 
and never gets angry. She asd gns us appropriate amount 
of home task which we can complete without any difficulty, 
Her-TOie« is so s-weet and appealing that -when she teaches, 
we think as if she is entertaining us. She never bears 
grudge against any student and loves all of us, 

65. She teaches us well and -with love. She asks 

us to leam at home the lesson taught by her In the class. 
She assigns us home task regularly, Qie gives extra time 
to weak students. She comes to the school as soon as the 
bell goes and leaves the class only when the period is over. 
She revises the lesson many times, removes our 

difficulties. 

66 , like one teacher when she is humurous and 
jolly. An irritant teacher is neither able to teach us nor 
can we be taught by her, A teacher should avoid beating 
because such teachers create hatred for themselves in the 
eyes of students. We can leam nothing from a teacher whom 
we hate. We can respect the teacher only if she makes no 
discrimination among the rich and the poor students. 


67, We like our teacher because she educates us 
•well. She tells us to love our youngers, respect our elders 
and serve the poor. She emphasises use of s-weet language 
and cleanliness. She asks us to work regularly. She teaches 
very nicely and expects us to take pains in our studies. 


68 , We like our teachers. The purpose of going to 
school is to get education. Our teachers give us knowledge 
and teach us virtues. Tliey keep our educational system 
at a high level. They remove our defects and inspire us to 
do good deeds. Our teachers are very a^le^and well educated. 
They never allure us to do dirty things and their aim Is to 
make us good citizens. They do not make caste ^stActions. 
There aue many teachers In our school but we like our 
teachers of Maths, and Hindi the most^ 


69, Particular characteristics and virtues of 
teachers are the things which urge us like them. They teach 
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U3 -well and with love® Th^ forgive us for our mistakes® 
They explain a point once again if we do not understand® 
Ours Is a Hindi medium school® Our teachers“make the 
teaching of iikiglish easy by using Hindi® 

70® I like my teachers because they teach us 
good things® Hiey do not discriminate among students 
who are good or bad at studies® Their method of teaching 
is good and they teach us with love. 15iey explain to us 
our mistakes and do not scold us. They do not waste our 
time in idle talks. They do many good turns to us. They 
teach us discipline. They are always ready to remove our 
difficulties and give us extra time when our examinations 
are at hand. They help us in every way. 


PART Z TH^ ,.ipTUDmT^_I3I^m.,TMgLkHa 


This part Z is the last part of this section. 

Here are reproduced expressions of 70 out of 196 girls. 

Again we have excluded the expressions which were similar 
to each other and were found given only in Sl« Nos. Tidiich 
have been taken into consideration in the Tables arrived 
at the end of this section* 

1. I dislike a teacher who is not regular in her 
work and at the end of the year, teaches very hurriedly 
because a student is not able to understand the things which 
are taught in such a manner. Some teachers care for the 
bright students only and do not care for the weak ones. 

2. I do not want to disrespect any teacher. But 
only one thing I would say, some teachers like those girls 
who are either beautiful or intelligent. I do not like this 
thing in teachers. Some teachers have irritable nature, 
when we ask something, they get angw and give us punish¬ 
ment. This is bad on their part* Teachers should not be 

so Jolly, that gills don’t observe discipline before them. 
Teachers who do not care for the students, are not liked 
by them. 
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3eA teacher should not be very strict® A teacher 
should not laugh or tallc all the time® She should not give 
punishment, to the students for small mistakes® She should 
not be proud of her knowledge® 

4® I do not like the teacher does not teach 
wells In practical periods j teacher does hot attend prac- 
ticals and orders the students to do their work and tells 
the students that she would come after five minutes but 
comes after 60 minutes when both the periods are to be over® 
She does not assign home task in order to save the labour 
of correcting the exercise-books. She treats the students 
rudely® does not labour with the students® 

5® We dislike a teacher who does not take Interest 
in teaching. Teachers merely come to the class to do their 
duty and ask the students to go on doing their work. They 
do not teach regularly or care for the students. They only 
speak loudly in the class and give punishment to the stu¬ 
dents® 


6, I dislike teachers who are lazy and read 
magazines and stories in the class. They enjoy themselves 
and ask the students to read by themselves. Some teachers 
merely read out a chapter and explain nothing. They do 
not care whether the students have followed or not® They 
merely finish the course, I dislike such teachers® They 
cannot do any good to the students. 

7, I dislike the teachers who do not care for 

the weak students and go on putting questions to only intelli¬ 
gent students. They are after the weak students and give 
them punishment for not knowing the subject, I also dis¬ 
like such teachers as are partial towards some students 
and give them more marks than to others, A teacher who gives 
punishment for trifles is not liked by me. 

8, I dislike teachers who get angry very quickly 
and give punishment to girls. Secondly, all the teachers 
like their favourite students too much and take much pains 
in case of intelligent students and neglect the weak ones. 
They never say anything to Intelligent students whether 
they do their home task or not. They become very partial 
towards their favourite students and award more marks to 
them in the examinations. They scold the weak students 
too much. 


9, life do not like a teacher who has the habit 
of scolding and beating. Her favouring a particular stu 
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dent and paying her more attention is disliked by us* ^ 
also dislike a teacher for her wrong method of teaching, 

A teacher is disliked by us who is ill-tempered and uses 
foul language* 

10, 'I dislike my teacher very much® She does 
not teach us skillfully* She does not have a good 
nature. If any one does something wrong, she laughs at 
her and makes fun of the student. Nobody can understand 
her language, 

11, I dislike a teacher who always abuses and gives 
punishment, who comes to the class and teaches us without 
explaining our difficulties. Our teacher never asks questions. 
She does not possess good nature. 

12, In my school there is no teacher whom I dis¬ 
like but I think I will not like teachers who will show 
partiality and will become angry over trifles or who teach 
only for money. Some teachers sometimes refuse to tell the 
students anything after finishing a topic in the class* 

13, Sometimes due to the bad treatment of teachers, 
we dislike them. With some students, they talk very frankly 

are good at studies, while they don't talk with weak 
students, I generally see that there is a teacher who before 
checking the note-books looks at the names of the students, 

14, There is a teacher who is not sufficiently 
capable and does not ccsne to the school in time. She does 
not possess the qualities possessed by others and does not 
speak lovingly. 

15, Some teachers are not liked by us. We cannot 
follow what they speak. ‘They do not explain for a second 
time even when recpested to do so. If, however, they repeat, 
we do not understand because of their peculiar method of 
teaching, They do not work in the class at all, Ihey do 
not point out our mistakes in our home task. Our mistakes 
Increase and there arises the possibility of our failure. So, 
we do not like such teachers. 

16, We do not like teachers who speak at very 
low pitch, which we cannot follow. What they teach, is 
beyond our comprehension. They solve the sums once and 
are not prepared to repeat even when requested to do so, 

They neither work in the class nor do they point out our 
mistakes. 
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17« There is a teacher "who thinks very highly 
of herself and does not think any one capable of doing 
any task® We do not like the teacher does not give 
equal opportunity to all students to express themselves 
or does not treat us all alike. We do not like a teacher 
who is not regular and punctual both in coming to school 
and to our class® 

18. We do not like a teacher if she does not 
come to the class in time, does not assign us home task 
or assign too much of it, does not check the note-hooks, 
alvrays scolds and punishes us® 

19® We do not like a teacher who does not teach 
lovingly, does not forgive us for our mistakes or #10 punishes 
us daily. 


20® Some teachers do not teach carefully and 
when they come to the class scold us throughout the period. 
They punish more than they teach us. 

21. We like a teacher less wtio does not treat 
us all alike, whose teaching we do not understand, vftiose 
eyes are always red with rage, vAio always scolds and never 
checks our home task® 

22. We dislike a teacher who does not teach 
well viiich is the real test of her ability. She misses 
her classes deliberately and never answers our questions® 

23. We dislike teachers who care little for 
society and indulge in fashion 'vrfniich is not considered 
good® Previously our society wanted that women should not 
get education® If at all they should, the education 
should teach them simplicity. Fashion is increasing and 
there are no preventive measures® Teachers while away 
their time in eating and gossiping. They do not teach as 
much as they should. As a result, they cover their syllabus 
towards the end of the session. Students do not follow it 
and fail® 


34, We do not like the teachers who punish with¬ 
out reason and don’t finish the school work in time. Iliey 
do not teach us as much as they scold. If they teach well, 
dtudents will take interest In studies. At least they should 
not miss their periods which bhey do. on such occasions 
students roam about. The students who arrange tuition, go 
ahead, while others lag behind. So the teachers should 
come to ^e class and teach regularly. 
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25® We dislike the teachers because they tak© 
too much leave and miss^bheir periods. We make a noise, 

\-Jhen the examination draws near they finish the textbook 
rapidly® As a result the students cannot understand. Stu¬ 
dents copy and get through but they do not kmw anything 
and later on do not get jaaibs® Teachers assign home task 
but do not cheek it® 

26<» Bie teachers are not liked punish a 
student without reason and insult her before her friends. 

They taunt her before everybody® These days teachers do 
not teach as much as they should. As a result some students 
who manage tuition go ahead^ others are left behind. If 
the student complains against anything, she is scolddd and 
asked to report to her class teacher. If teachers are 
friends among themselves, students will behave likewise. 

When the principal goes out, teachers sit together and 
gossip, but if they find the students doing that, they 
scold and punish them. We do not like teachers who do 
not come in time, do not teach well, hold classes vAien 
the examination is near and beat those vAio do not attend 
these classes® 

27, I do not like the teachers who discriminate 
among the students. They love the Intelligent students more. 
Some teachers say objectionable things while teaching. How¬ 
ever, there are no such teachers in our school, 

28, I do not like the teachers who are very 
strict, at very sight we forget whatever little we know. 
Teachers ask the students to bring certain things from their 
homes i^^ich the students Cannot, So they are put to trouble. 
Some teachers cannot teach well. They assign heavy home 
task. Students do it with the help of their ^der brothers 
or sisters without understanding anything, 

29, We do not like teachers wirio beat, discrimi¬ 
nate, do not ask students to keep discipline and do not 
teach in the class, 

30, We cannot say that we do not like our teachers 
because they teach us with effort. Some teachers do not 
teach well, discriminate among the students, do not consider 
the students like their own children, neglect the weak stu¬ 
dents and the intelligent, 

31 , We do not like a teacher who scolds us, does 
not love anybody, does not each well so as to make us under¬ 
stand, We feel dlffieulty in the examination. The teacher 
does not possess good temperament® 




204 


32® Some teachers come to the class irregularly, 
©Kplain only onoe, scold if asked again, beat too much in 
the class, take too many leaves sometimes and do not make 
us understand the lesson® 

33® We do not like some teachers for they beat 
us and it Is not good to beat groMi«»up girls® Otherwise, 
we like our teachers® lliere is no reason why we should 
dislike them* 

34» We do not like the teachers who scold and 
beat us and we do not like to be scolded and beaten® 

35® We do not like the teachers who do not have 
good habits, do not teach well, mispronounce, do not love, 
always scold, pass sputum while teaching, beat the students 
and do not know the method of teaching. 

36. We do not like the teachers who pay attention 
only to a selected few. They attend to only front benchers. 

37® I do not like some of our teachers because 
I do not understand what they teach. They simply read out 
with a little difference what is written in the book. They 
rarely come in time. They beat students over trifles. 

38. I do not like my teachers because they dis**- 
criminate between the rich and the poor. 

39. I dislike my teachers not because they do 
not give us knowledge but because they remain busy in their 
fashion and lack ideals and discriminate between the rich 
and the poor. 

40. I do not like my teachers because they do 
not teach well, they cannot make us understand, scold the 
students and have irritable temperament, 

41. I do not like a teacher who teaches well only 
a fev^ girls, awards them good marks, loves only the beauti¬ 
ful girls, avails too many leaves, is always mindful of 
her clothes and shoes and does notjteach well. 

42. I do not like a teacher whose lessons I 

do not understand and if I ask a second time, she scolds. 
She does not talk affectionately. She Is annoyed very much 
if anybody falls ill in the school. 
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43® I do not like a teacher -who If ever preju¬ 
diced against a student is never prepared to alter her 
opinion^ fails her^ beats on small things and produces her 
before the principal® She is quarrelsome® Bierefore, we 
do not like her® 

44» I do not like a teacher -wtio does not have 
a sweet temperament. She scolds all the students always® 

She does not teach well® She comes to 1±ie classy sits 
and asks us to do our own wrfc. She always abuses students® 

45. Some teachers never talk lovingly and always 
use the it)d® They should treat us with love® IHiey give 

a reading from the book without any explanation. We do 
not understand that at all® They dLscriminate between the 
students® They set papers out of the syllabus. Therefore 
we do not like them. 

46. We do not like many teachers because of 
their rude behayiour with us. They start scolding the 
children right from the moment they enter the school which 
upsets their own mood as well as the mood of students 

for the whole day. Hi at is why they take no interest in 
their subjects in particular and In studies In general. 


47, We dislike teachers who don't teach well. 

They make the distinction of high and low students. They 
beat the students very much. They inpart merely bookish 
knowledge® They are also in the habit of leaving the class¬ 
room while teaching. 


48® When a teacher does not teach well, does not 
explain a second time when requested, then we dislike 
We don't appreciate her coming late. She does not treat 
us alike and treats the rich students exceptionally® Some 
teachers only love the clever girls. 


49. Wte do like our teacher of English, but do 
not appreciate some of her salient features. She scolds us 
even In OUT Vacant periods and takes us to task vAien we for- 
girbStiging our note-book In the school. She teases the 
failed students and rebukes us when we are not prepared 
for the lesson, She punishes even if we talk something 

urgent in the class. 

60. In general, I like all the teachers but 
exceptions are there. For example, our 
is not liked by me. She does not make us play so 
Ihe does not make use of sports “ateri^ supplied by the 
ffovernment. Some teachers do not teachw ell. They 

t^ classes for their own convenience. They Insult 
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us in the combined class \(hen we fail to answer their ques*» 
tionse They give too many tests. We donH like sitting 
in their classes and consequently fail in their subject® 

51, There are many teachers who treat the students 
very well but there are others who look down upon the 
students. We develop hatred for the teacher ^ose method 
of teaching Is not good. We do not understand idiat she 
teaches, I cb not like my teacher of Economics, as she 
starts scolding the students as soon as she enters the 
class. She upsets our mood and makes us averse to studies. 
By teaching, she means, simply reading out from the book 
which we ourselves can do at home. She loves none and 
hates all and this makes me dislike her* 

52. We don’t like many teachers because they 
don’t behave well with us. They keep on scolding us all 
the time. They are never punctual in their work. They 
do hot explain a second time when asked by students. They 
look down upon the girls. When a student happens to secure 
less marks because of one reason or the other, they tease 
her and behave very badly. They start beating over petty 
mistakes. They do not remove our doubts but scold us in¬ 
stead. 


53, We do not like teachers when they scold us* 
This reflects their ill treatment to us. Teachers adopt 
latest fashions in dressing themselves and students imi¬ 
tate them. But this is not expected of the students vAien 
they are required to live simpleSfLlves during the period 
of their schooling. Some teachers beat us, turn us out 
of the class and leave the classroom as soon as the bell 
goes. They don't remove our difficulties and advise us to 
get our dlf L'iculties removed at homes. Daily tests are 
also not liked by us. 


54. We don't like the teachers who are harsh to 
us even when we do our work satisfactorily. They do not 
treat all students alike* Sometimes they get after some 
students, beat them and do not make things clear to them 
with love and affection. Students do not appreciate this, 

55. It has become a habit with teachers to be 
late. If any student does not show her home task, 

beat her and turn her out of the class without apeclfy^g 
some teachers do not attend the classes. Some 
teachers load us with heavy home task and leave no 
to nrenare our lessons. Some teachers are In the habit of 

*l?lSrsW "he ^ole Pff y 

students only. This spoUs the character of students. 
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Some teachers merely come to the elass, teach nothing and 
think their duty is over® 

56o I do not like teachers 'who do not teach 
carefully. Their teaching is nob comprehensible, Vflien w® 
ask something, they start scolding. They load us ^th 
heavy home task for -which we have to bum the midnight 
oil* They are revengeful to me and turn me out of the class 
so often* 


57* We dislike teachers who are of irritable 
nature and who are in the habit of punishing too much. Aged 
teachers should not be kept in the school as they get irri¬ 
tated easily because of their old age. These teachers 
do not teach us well and forbid us to wear gold ornaments* 
It is seen whenever, two teachers meet, they start talking 
very loudly. But they cannot tolerate students talking and 
take them to task for that. Should we like or dislike 
teachers who do not allow us to talk even in our vacant 
periods? 'Ihese teachers will order us to bring water or 
wash their fruit while they are sitting and gossiping* 

58, A teacher who scolds, whose temperament 
is always bad, makes fun of the students who fail to answer 
her questions and beats the students, is not liked by us. 
She punishes even for not keeping our note-books clean. She 
likes one girl very much, thinks other to be dirty and 
backward student although the latter may he better than the 
former. She scolds the latter for one reason -while does 
not interrogate the others for the same reason. 


59, I don't like such teachers -who keep on sitting 
on chairs and order us to be busy doing our -work. Teachers 
who do not teach a class carefully, may teach a few students 
lovingly and ask us to get our difficulties removed from 
other students, are not liked by us. Some teachers speak 
so low that it is Inaudible to us. 


60. We don't like teachers iho do not teach and 
do not attend classes. However, when they come, they ask 
us to work and themselves they go out to gossip with their 
colleagues for the whole period. These teachers assign us 
no home task. This sad practice is repeated day after day. 
When the principal is away, it becomes a golden day for 
the teachers. They do not come to the class and ^en we 
ask them to come we get only a rebuff, "Go. 1 coming • 
These teachers do not teach and simply dominate over students. 
Students fear asking them anything. We like teachers 'mo 
encourage ns in our studies. 




61, Some teachers have vices, They do not know 
how to teach p3X)perly, They cannot commun1.'^,.?tp> their ideas 
to the students, Biey lack power of expression. Many 
teachers cannot control the students. Some do not have 
chaste language. They use incorrect language which the 
students cannot follow, 

62, We do not like the teachers who beat the 
students and cannot control them. Instead of encouraging, 
they discourage the students. They do not pay attention to 
teaching. Ttiey keep the students standing out even in 
rain. They do not know the method of teaching® 

63, I dislike a teacher who does not treat all 
students as equal, punishes them without any faulty preaches 
but does not practise, A teacher who assigns the students 
such a work as she herself does not like to do» is not liked, 
by students. If she does not point out the mistakes with 
love and does not forgive the students and hates them, she is 
not liked by us, 

64, I do not dislike my teachers because they 
do not have anything bad in them and they understand our 
feelings. If we do not understand anything, they make 
efforts not once but many times to make us understand. For 
all these qualities, I like my teachers, 

65, A teacher who scolds, beats and punishes the 
students is not liked. Sometimes a teacher beats innocent 
students. Be it sun or shower, the teacher keeps the student 
out. If a student does not come with home task, she is 
scolded. 


66. I do not like a teacher who does not treat 
all the students alike; she comes to school but not to the 
class® she teaches so fast that we cannot understand 
she gets irritated if we ask her to eaqjlain a second time, 
she never smiles In the class and this spoils our mood. 


67, We do not like a teacher who teaches fast 
which we cannot follow and if her voice i^ot clear. She 
beats too much on trifles. So we ca^ot answer questions 
uronerlv and cannot ask her to explain what we do not 
understand. We remain weak in her subject, Vfe do not like 
to study that subject, 

68 I do not like some teachers because they do 
not teach w^ll and do 

to the class In time or check the home task reguxarxy* 




69%. 9 re are certain things -which make us like 
or dislike a teacher® I am one of those students who dig- 
likes a teacher because they discriminate an»ng the students® 
Some teachers lore more and give more marks than other 
students to the children of other teachers* relatives® Some 
teachers get irritated with some students and fail them and 
taunt them® Sometimes some teachers are annoyed and they 
inflict their annoyance on us® Sometimes some teachers are 
more inclined to children because of their personal charm. 
Sometimes they get irritated when their mistakes are pointed 
out. We desire that all the teachers should treat all 
students alike and we should be consulted in the selection 
of teachers. 


70® I do not like the teachers -who teach fast and 
leave the class before time and we are left to gossip in 
the spare time. When we ask questions, they scold ‘is saying 
that we ask silly questions. Some teachers assign home 
task and do not check it, and students become careless. 

They take all the work in one day viiich we cannot do and 
so fall in the examination. If a student Is absent on any 
day and goes to her the following day and asks any question 
she taunts by saying, '%ere were you yesterday'**? She scolds 
if we ask anything a second time. So we do not ask anything 
and we da not understand the lessons. Some teachers cram 
their lessons and cannot explain well. We do not like such 
teachers and remain weak In their subje cts. 


The selected specimens of responses of students 
reproduced here give us an insight into the feelings of 
students fb r their teachers. On the basis of responses 
receive from all students, the various characteristics of 
teachers which make the students like or dislike them are 
tabulated in the following TablesJ 





Method of teaching 
Behaviour 

Ko wastage of time 
Telling of good things 
Impartiality 
Does not punish 
Humorous 
Miscellaneous 


76®72 

46*97 

21*98 

20*25 

15*09 

14*22 

12,50 

35*77 



SI ' 
No , 


Characteristics 


Students expressing the 
chara cteristics 

I 

Frequency ' % Frequency 


' Punishment 

' No good method of teaching 
Wastage of time 
’ Misbehaviour 
' Impartiality 
, Tuitions 

No general knowledge 
' Miscellaneous 


41,38 
37,93 
27, 
10 , 
10 * 
9,01 
15.00 





















Total No. of students » ] 


196 


( 


t 


SI , 
No , 


Gh arae te ristic s 


! 


1 ® Method of teaching 

2 ’ Behaviour 

3 } Impartiality 

4 No wastage of time 

5 8 Telling of good things 

6 Simplicity & Personality 

7 ® Gives home task 

8 ' Hp^mours 

9 ^ Miscellaheous 

j _ __ 


5 

t 


t 


S 


t 

I 


J 

1 


I 
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Students expressing the 
characteristics 


Frequency 


Frequency 


154 


91 

54 

47 

32 

24 

19 

17 


t 


t 

I 


87 


78*57 
46^42 
27*55 
23.93 
16.67 
12.24 
9.69 
8.67 
44« 39 


+ 


table Z gI.QM.G ^.WIAT .MAKES._THE. smDMTB„]3ISLIM; 
TEAGHEKS IN GIRLS° SCHOOLS ? 


I 

31 , 
No 

1 


Characteristics 


i 


I 

I 

! 

I 

I 

T 


Students expressing the 
characteristics 

Frequency i % Frequency 


1 

2 

3 

4 
6 
6 

7 

8 


No good method of teaching ® 127 

Punishment i 61 i 

Wastage of time ^ 53 

Impartiality ? 49 i 

Mischievous ^ 48 t 

Does not check home task ^ 16 i 

Fashions 12 i 

Miscellaneous , 43 i 

1 _I 


64.79 
31,12 
27.05 
25.00 
24*49 
8.16 
6.12 
21.94 
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Interpretation • 

1® Both boys and girls have ranked "Method of 
Teaching" and "Behaviour of Teachers" as/'No* 1 and Wo<, 2 

respectively >»hich make them like the teachers□ It is clear 
that students like teachers v^o teach them well and also 
treat them well* Students wish teachers to teach them in 
such a way that they are able to understand what they teach 
and they should be welcomed to ask something a second time 
if that is not understood by them in the first instance^ 
Regarding the behaviour of teachers, students expect teachers 
to be polite, consider them like brothers and sisters and 
give to students a feeling of security and sense of love and 
affection* Students don’t expect teachers to be efficient 
in skill-in-teaching only, butrthey should also possess 
qualities of head and heart. 

2, In order of ranks, boys have ranked "No wastage 
of time" as No. 3 and "Telling of good things" as 4* 
HiVidently, students do not appreciate teachers who waste 
time by Indulging in idle talks, coming late to the class, 
leaving the class while teaching or not at all attending the 
class* The teacher who is regular and punctual to take his 
periods enhances his esteem in the eyes of/students. Again, 
it is very encouraging that students wish teachers to tell 
them good things. Essentially, this shows that students 
want guide-lines, from their teachers. It is here that 
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students’ desire Sor hero-worship for a teacher is ref¬ 
lected® Students want to be told by teachers about what 
they should do and what they should not do® 

3® Girls have laid more emphasis on impartiality 
than boys* In the case of girls, 27*55^ of them have ranked 

this characteristic as No. 3 and 15.095^ of boys have 

ranked it as No* 5* It only depicts a-difference of 
emphasis by boys and girls otherwise both boys and girls 
want to be treated all alike by teachers. 

However, but for this deviation, the girls have 
nearly shown complete similarity to boys as regards the 
characteristics of teachers which make them like or dislike 
teachers. Like boys too, girls hav© equally stressed upon 
the characteristic of "No wastage of time" and "Telling 
of good things" by their teachers* 

4, Tables X & 2 infer the same things. Girls 

(64,7955>jhave ranked "Nq good method of teaching" as Wo, 1 

which makes them dislike teachers, "Punishment" comes nesct 
to it. But this ®rder of ranks on these two characteristics 
is reversed in the case of boys* It may be due to the very 
fact that "Punishment" is more frequently resorted to in HU 
boys’ schools than in/^girls* schools. 

In all other respedts, Tables X and Z substantiate 
the inferences from Tables W and X* 

In conclusion we can sayfteachers' method of 
teaching and their behaviour towards students, play a 
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decisive role in their being liked by students® Much, abused 
and used '^Punishment'® in scho^jis have been mentioned by 
the students as a factor which makes them dislike their 
teachers® 

In the words of Mouly (1968, pp 234) "Punishment 
in the classroom is likely to result in resentment and 
antagonism which destroy moral and teacher-pupil relation¬ 
ship to the point where the teacher no longer has the 
child's confidence, ■vdiich he needs in order to promote his 
growth"* 

Overall view of the findings of this 
Exploratory Study . 

1* Even a study of a sample of the responses of 
teachers and pupils gives us a profile of teacher-pupil 
relationship in the context of what makes both of them 
like/dislike each other. 

2. The main advantage of the Exploratory Study 
has been that It provided us an objective and a scientific 
appioach for the construction of four valuable tools to 
probe into the problem for measuring likes or dislikes 

Has 

between students and teachers in^classroom. 

A. Two Rating Scales 

(1) A Bating Scale for teachers to rat© the stu¬ 
dents on theL r characteristics ( Appendix 14) 

(li) A Rating Seale for students to rate the teachers 
on their characteristics ( Appendix 13 ) 
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Two Gheck«"lists 

(i) A Check-list for teachers was prepared on the 
lines of "Gruess-'u^o'* technique to get the 
students enlisted by teachers in certain 
desirable categories of behaviour ( Appendix 
15 )o 

(ii) A Check-list for students was prepared on the 
lines of "Guess-who** technique to get the 
teachers enlisted by students in certain cate¬ 
gories of behaviour as found in the responses 
of students* ( ^pendlx 16 ) . 

“Ihe details about the construction of these four 
tools have been given In Section III of this Chapter® 

3® It gave clarity to some of the hypotheses 
enlisted in Chapter No. 1 with which the researcher proposed 
to embark upon the problem. 

4® Apart from these contributionsj this 
ratory Study " gave a firm and sound initiation to the 
investigation of this problem. It not only provided 
ob;)active paper-pencil tools to conduct this study but 
also supplied to the researcher enough confidence and 
ample enthusiasm - the very essential elements for the 
successful completion of this study* 
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SECTION III 

GQNSTKUGTIQN OF RATING SCALES 


Rating 


In the words of McCormick: and Francis (1958 pp 79). 

” Rating is a direct attempt to assign an ordered 
class position vrtiose name implies the value of 
a certain quality to each individual without 
going through the process of ranking*'. 

Barr and others ( 1953, pp 74) have taken It ass 

*' a term applied to expression of opinion or 
Judgment regarding some situation, object or 
character"* 

Monroe (1950, pp 127) commentss 

'* Ratings attempt to summarise the rater's 
experience with the subject". 

Good (1959, pp 439) has defined Ratings as*. 

" an estimate, made according to some systematized 
procedure of the degree to which an individual 
person or thing possesses any given character*, 
may be expressed qualitatively or quantitatively". 

Rating Scale 


According to Best ( 1963, pp 164 ), Rating Scale, 
involves qualitative description of a limited number of 
aspects of a thing, or of traits of a person. 

Freeman ( 1965, pp 16 ) says* 

" Rating scale is a means of obtaining the Judgment 
of a number of respondents with reference to a 
limited number of traits of a given individual". 
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In Eheyelopaedia of Educational He search by 
Ebel L„ Robert and others ( 1969 5 pp 1147)5 we find it 
described ass 

" A Rating Scale is an instrument for the quali¬ 
fication of observations through the assignment 
of numerical values to ratings of the separate 
components of the phenomenon, and the summation 
of the these ratings into a complete score*'® 

Dictionary of Education by Good <19595 pp 439) 
defines Rating Scale as "a device used in evaluating 
products, attitudes or other characteristics of instructors 
or learners". Verily, this very definition of Hating 
Scale befits quite appropriately in its use in this study® 
In our study, students rate different characteristics of 
teachers and teachers rate different characteristics of 
students® Specifically, for our study, we can define 
Rating Scale, as a device in. which the students rate the 
characteristics of teachers as perceived by them in 
teachers and teachers rate the characteristics of students 
as perceived by them in students. 

Freeman (1965, pp 636) has pointed out that* 

" By means of an organized scale it is possible 
to obtain ratings on specified traits that are 
considered essential or significant in the 
particular setting where the scale is being 
used". 

Guilford (1954, pp 297) has enlisted the 
following advantages of this method over other methods 
which allure us to make the best use of this technique 
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in our study I 

1 @ Ratings require much less time than either 
pair comparisons or ranking methods* 

2 , The procedure is far more interesting to the 
observers, especially, if graphic methods 
are employed# 

3# Rating Scale methods have a much vlder range 
of application. 

4 e They can be used with psychologically naive 
raters who have had a minimum of training. 

They can be used with large number of stimuli. 

Even the method of ranking becomes difficult 
and irksome when there are more than 30 to 40 
stumuli. 

6 . Some investigators in experimental aesthetics main 
tain that the best judgments are made when 
stumuli are presented singly, that comparative 
judgments destroy the aesthetic attitude. 


Limitatlong of Rating Sealeg 


However, there are limitations Inherent in Rating 
Seales. Different writers have pointed out these limitations 
which Caution us in the application of this method in our 
investigations. Best ( 1963, pp 165) narrates these limi¬ 
tations as i 

In addition to the difficulty of clearly defin¬ 
ing the trait or characteristic to be evaluated, 
the halo effect causes raters to carry qualitative 
judgment from one aspect to the o.ther# Thus 
there Is a tendency to rate a person -vAio has a 
personality high or other traits like intelligence 

or professional interest* This halo effect is 
likely to appear vAim the rater is asked to rate 
many factory on a number of which he has no 
evidence for judgment.' This suggests the 
advisability of keeping a minimum number of 
characteristics to be rated”* 



21:9 


It Is vorthCjihile quoting H<.H* Remmers (1964^ 
pp 330), in reply to these limitations! 

" Miile the originators and users of rating scales 
are usually unaware of the parental role of 
psychophysics vis-a-v-is rating devices, modem 
psychophysical theory has provided a much 
better rational basis for psychological measure¬ 
ment, including ratings and rating scales, 
than was the case not more than three decades 
ago V. 


Graphic Tsrpe of Rating Scale 


Rating Scales have been categorized in various 
ways* Guilford ( 1964, pp 263 ) gives five broad cate¬ 
gories! numerical, graphic, standard, cumulated points 
and forced choice, but he also makes the point that, “any 
such classification must necessarily be a very loose one 
based on shifting principles 

The Graphic type of rating scale is probably the 
most popular and the most widely used. Probably all the 
advantages of using Rating Scale methods were especially 
related to this type of scales. Guilford ( 1954 pp 268) 
has made the following evaluation of Graphic Scales! 

“ The vi rtues of Graphic Rating Scales are many, 
their faults are relatively few. Among the 
advantages frequently cited in their favour are 
the facts that they are simple and easily ad¬ 
ministered, they are interesting and require 
little added motivation? they are quickly filled 
out; and they do not require the rater to bother 
with numbers. These features, the raten/inds 
attractive. From the point of view of/'Tnvesti- 
gator, the graphic scale provides opportunity for 
as fine discrimination as that of vihich the rater 
is capable and the fineness of scoring can be as 
great as desired. As for disadvantages, there are 
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none that do not appl^ to most other types of 
scales, except for somewhat greater labour of 
scoring in connection with some formats"* 

Construction of Rating S cal es 


Guilford ( 1954, pp 26? ) and Remmers ( 1963, pp 234 ) 
have given some points yihloh serve as guidelines in the cons¬ 
truction of scales* 


The following two Rating Scales were constructed 
in the present study* 

A, Teachers* Rating Scale C Appendix 13 ) 
Students* Rating Seale ( Appendix 14 ) 

A® Teachers* Rating Scale 


In this scale students rate the teachers on some 
desirable characteristics of teachers which were decided 
in this study on the basis of a survey and details of #iich 
are given in Section II • This Rating Scale includes the 
following ten characteristics* 

1 . Method of teaching 

2. Loving behaviour 

3. Impartiality 

4* Understanding of subject-matter 

5. Good personality 

6 * Particular in taking the class 

7* Use of time in the class 

8 , Punishment 

9 , Leniency 

lO. Telling of good things. 

In this scale, students rate all teachers on each 
characteristic at a time. The specimen of the scale is 
attached In ‘ appendix No. 13* 
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Students® Rating Scale 


In this scale^teachers rate the students on 
their characterlstiese In this seal© too® ten charac¬ 
teristics ^ as found earlier in Section I of this Chapter, 
were includedi 

1 ® Industriousnass 
2® Obedience 
3a Good behaviour 
4* Respectful 
5® Interest in studies 

6 , Discipline 

7, Regulari- ty 
a. Cleanliness 
9. Good habits 

10, Activeness 

In this scale teachers rated all students on 
each characteristic at a time. A copy of the scale is 
given in appendix No, 3^4, 


Reliability of Ratings 


Methods of studying reliability of rating scales 
most cottunonly used include the followings repeating judg¬ 
ments after a time interval, correlation between ratings 
of two or more judges, the relationship between judges® 
ranks and self-ratings, 

Guilford ( 1954 pp 396) statess 

•'There are some who prefer to estimate reliability 
of ratings by use of re-rating data, and certainly 
this is a meaningful type of reliability. Except 
for the trouble of replication, it is an easy 
procedure to employ, Thei^ are serious dangers 
of correlation of what should be error, however 
due to the memory of rater”. 




and the other^ from a girls® schoole It was ascertained 
that the teachers were teaching these classes right from 
the beginning of the session to the day of administration 
of the rating scale - thereby giving them ample opportimity 
to observe each other® 


Characteristics of teachers * 

Infboys* school, students rated teachers on 

•/iM- 

g2nd September, 1969 and 3rd October, 1969. In/girls' 
school, students rated teachers on 17th September, 1969 
and 25th September, 1969® Thus there was an interval 
of 10 days between two administrations of the Hating 
Scales. Both the teachers and the students were never 
told that they would be asked to r 0 ~rate each other. At 


the time of the first administration of the scale, the 
students were told as to how to rate the teachers with an 


escplicit example on the black-board. However, they were 
asked to get their doubts or difficulties clarified 
before they notesCdowi their ratings. Teachers required 
only a bit of clarification. The students did seek 
some clarification. However, it was seen that they did 
feel somewhat hesitant to rate their teachers. They were 
assured of the secrecy of their ratings and the In^iortance 
of their free and frank responses was impressed upon 
them. At the time offsacond administration, it was noted 






that >*ien the students ware told to re-rate their teachers^ 
they were happy<. IMe to this experience It would be 
quite fair to assume a higher reliability and greater 
stability in the final ratings of teachers and students 
on these Seating Scales than we find In their adminis¬ 
tration to these groups here* 

Boys^ School 

• In this school, a tenth class of 32 students was 
selected. This class consisted of a stable group with the 
five teachers teaching them since the beginning of the 
session. In this case each one of the 32 students was 
to rate each one of his teachers on ten characteristics. 
That means one student was to rate one teacher 10 times 
giving U 3 10 ratings for each teacher. So, as he was 
rating 5 teachers, his total number of ratings came to 
50, We had 32 students, so overall amount of ratings 
came to ( 60 x 32 ) 1600, We calculate the stability 

of ratings as under* 

table showing NUMBjiiR OF RATINGS IN DIFFERENT 
scale values qfthe rat_ihg.^ca i;^ 


Aiministration 

1 

1 

Scale 

Values 


1“ 

Higher 

(5&4) 

Middle 

(3) 

Lover 

(asti) 

First 

t 

f 

8 

1275 

(79,69^) 

196 

(12,25^) 

129 

(8.06^) 

Second 

] 

» 

1 

1 

1196 

(74.75^) 

262 

(16,38^) 

142^ 

(8*875^) 
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This table represents the pattern of ratings of 
students on the characteristics of teacherso On the lover 
scale values of the rating scale, the percentage of ratings 
remain nearly himdred per cent stable. However, there is 
a fall of 4^ ratings in higher scale values and rise of 
4^ ratings in nslddle scale value. can safely say, 

that ratings of hl^er scale values have fallen in the 
middle scale value. Middle scale value, represents the 
mid-way, an easy wa|i to rate the ratees. It is not a clear 
cut verdict on the part of/'rater for the ratee. It rep¬ 
resents the fluctuating state of mind of the rater. Per¬ 
haps, if we go to administer the ratings scale for the 
third time he may switch over to the old pattern. 


imi E SHOWING PAT TERN OF GHMQJSS .JJ1_THE RAT‘lMGa 


Scale Value 

i 

Number 

9 

of 

Ratings 

1 

j 

1 

1 

Percentage 

changes 


First time i 

Changed 

» 

Higher 

—P-- 

« 1275 

t 

t 

187 

1 

1 

14,67 

Middle 

! 196 

1 

1 

106 

t 

s 

54«CB 

Lower 

* X29 

1 _ _ 

! 

1 

mmiiigiiiim 

8 

8 

. _l 

52o71 


I 1600 

1 

J 

361 

i 

1 



It is quite obvious that out off361 ratings 
which had undergone a change onTsecond administration of 
the rating scale, 106 ratings l.e, 64,08^ of the total 
ratings suffered a change from middle scale value of the 
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Rating scale® We say® there is mistabillty in the 

ratings of the middle scale value^-^i^4^45®92^ stability 
of the ratings in this midclle scale value of this rating 
scale® V/e examine below the stability of ratings of 
higher and lower scale values with respect to changes 
taking place from one scale value to the other® 

TABLE HHOWIMG CHANGES IN RATING3 FROM HIGHER 
fOLOWEfi AMD LOWER TO HIGHER SCALE VALUl^S 


' I I 

SI ' Scale value from • Scale Value to which ’ Total 

No ' which changes i changes fall. , 

• take place « 

t ® Higher Middle Lower 

nmM w - . li ^ I^ I■|I |I PI ■I1 I I I I I iijmmiiSii i m i ii in mim iB ll^^^^■Mllll y|| i iw i ii m il iitt i i mr i i uwujM Will 11 rtiw i WI ' I II WI I tf ii Iiw I I ■itiinn ymi u I w i fti mi ■ nn na i i» «<w tTuu»iwu) 

I ’ « 

1 « Higher(5&4) ' - 119 68 < 187 

> > (9»335^) (5.33^)’ (14„66^) 

1 \ ^ 

2 ? LowerOScl) '25 43 | 68 

1 ! (19*^5^X43.33^) . (52.71^) 

, t ' 


We find only 5*33^ of ratings change from hi^er 
scale values to lower scale values, 't^his gives us 94*67^ 
stability for the ratings of higher scale value. Slmi". 
larly, the table gives us 80,62!^ stability for the ratings 
of lower scale values. 

However® we can calculate the overall stability 


of ratings as under: 

Total No, of Ratings » 1600 

No. of Ratings changed - 361 

Percentage of Ratings changed ^ 22*56 

Stability of Ratings - 77*44^ 
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We can say, w© find a substantial stability of the 
ratings of students in the boys® school on the characteristics 
of their teachers® 


S^Glrls' School 


We can easily study the stability of ratings of 

Jiu? 

students on the characteristics of teachers in^girl3‘ school 
with the help of the follo^/fing tables on the same lines as 
above® 

In this school, we had a tenth class of 30 students 

rated their five teachers on their 10 characteristics 

on two administrations of the same bating S:cale with an 

Interval of 8 days. Each rater was to rate each ratee on 

—|l«o 

his 10 characteristics -- so for one rateeftotal number of 
ratings was ( 5 x 10) = 50,ffor 30 ratees we get (30 x 50) 

= 1500 ratings each time* 


TABLE SHOWING NUMBER OF RATINGS IN DIFFERENT 


» Scale Values 

Administration ^ 

t Higher Middle Lower 

t (55:4) (3) (aS:l) 


‘ 862 317 321 

, (57.46^) (21.13^) (21.33^) 

' 932 862 ^ ^ 

« (62,13$?) C17,46??) (20.40^) 


-lU 

Similar totboys’ school, we find here too, the 
percentage of ratings in the lower seal© values of rating 
scale, quite stable. Again, there Is a difference of 4^ 


First 

Second 
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of the total number of ratings falling in higher seal© 
values. However, in boys® case there was a decrease of 
of rating in higher scale value but In girls® school, 
we find an increase of A% of ratings in these values on 
second administration of the rating scale® Again, we note 
A% increase in the number of ratings falling in middle 

dUfi 

scale value on^second administration of the scale in ^ 
boys® school, but Infej'ls® school we notice a fall of 
A% ratings in this middle value. We may attribute these 
disparities to sex differences inrtwo schools® 

TaBLH showing PAI'TEBH of changes IM THjji RATlhdS 


Seale Value i Number of Batings i Percentage 

— p ^ Changes 

First timet Changed 

- — ----I. . . . .., M.. . I . . . . 

f 


Hlgher(5&4) « 

862 

» 

150 

8 

1 

1 

17,40 

Middl©(3) * 

317 

1 

> 

163 

51.42 

Lower(^l) " 

? 

321 

t 

V 

147 

9 

9 

B 

5 

45.79 

Total J 

1500 

i 

! 

1 

460 

8 

? 


Again, we find 51,42^ 

of 

the 

ratings 

in middle 


seal© value as unstable. So, the changes would be un- 

—tUfl 

stable >^ich fall In this value at the time oftsecond 


administration of liie Hating scale, we consider below 
the changes taking place in higher and lower scale 
Values. 






S^lgE- MQWING CHMGES I M RATINGS FROM HTO 
2Q LOWER^NDlL^lf^ TO 



. Scale Values to which changes® Total 
which changes take * fall ^ 

place , * 

Higher (Middle) (Lover) « 



Biis gives UQS 

Stability for the ratings in higher 
scale Value So 

Stability for the ratings in lover 
scale values. 


100-9,65“ 90,35^ 
100»28.35=^1.65^ 


Hovever, ve can calculate the overall stability 


of ratings as unders 


Total number of Ratings 
Number of Ratings changed 
Percentage of Ratings changed 
Stability of Ratings 


- 1500 


30*63 

69.3755 


So, ve find the folloving comparative table for 
the stability of ratings of students on the characteristics 
of teachers in boys' and girls' schools. 


Scale Value 


Higher 

Middle 

Lower 

Overall 


Percentage 
Boys* school 


94.66 \ 

45,92 , 

80.62 ' 

77-44 ’ 


Stability 

Girls' school 


90.35 

48.58 

76.66 

69,37 
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We find quite a substantial stability in the 
ratings of students on the characteristics of their 

~/<vC. 

teachers both in the boys* and/girls® schools 77944^ 

and 67®37^ respectively. However, the difference in the 

stability of ratings may again be attributed to the sex 

4t«j? 

differences of the raters and/'ratees. 

Coefficient of Reliability of Ratings of 
Students on the Characteristics of T eachers 

We had two sets of ratings of students on the 
characteristics of teachers. By Difference Formula, we 
have calculated the coefficient of correlations between 
the two sets of ratings. 


Dif fe rence Formula 


N -B(X»Y)^ ~2(EX) x (EY) 


r = ____ 

y ((NEX^-(EX)^ ) (NEy^ - CEY)2) 

Garrett ( 1965 pp 146) 


N 

- Number 

EX 

- Sum of 

EY 

- Sum of 

E(X«Y)^ 

- Sum of 

EX^ 

- Sum of 

BY^ 

- Sum of 


of sub;5ects 

scores of first set 

scores of second set 

squares of (X-Y) 

squares of scores of first set 

squares of scores of second set 
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We have Galeulated the reliability of ratings of 
students on the csharacteilsties of teachers on the follow¬ 
ing two lines? 

(i) Reliability of ratings of all students on 
the characteristics of individual teachers 

(ii) Reliability of ratings of each individual 
student on the characteristics of all 
teachers. 


(1) Reliability of ratings of all students on 
the characteristics of individual teachers 


TABLES SHOWING QOEFFIENTS OF CORRELATIO N 
:3feTWEM THE TWO SETS OF R^IMGS qFst^ENTS 
OM THE characteristics OF TEACHERS 


Boy 3 ^ School 


N ( Number of students) ”• 32 

Degrees of freedom (N-2) 30 

Significant value at *05 level - *349 

Significant value at *0i level - *449 


Tr. 

No. 

1 

Coefficient of Correlation 
' Cr) 

^ Significance 

1 

' .702 

1. * 

, Very significant 

2 

) «258 

’ Not significant 

3 

! *757 

1 

j Very significant 

4 

1 .786 

j Very significant 

6 

1 

s .445 

® Significant at .05 


8 

t 

• level 

f 
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Girls* Scho ol 

N (Number of students) - 30 

Degrees of freedomC N-^ ) 2B 

Significant value at a05 level - o361 

Significant Value at *01 level - ®463 


Tr, 
No. 

1 

s 

« 

Coefficient of Correlation 
( r) 

— 

I 

a. 

Significance 

1 

t 

,140 

1 

Not significant 

2 

1 

*540 

1 

Very significant 

3 

9 

,706 

1 

Very significant 

4 

t 

,406 

« 

Significant at ,05 


9 


« 

level, 

5 

! 

8 

,542 

6 

« 

Very significant 


Here, we had added up the scores of ratings of 
all students on the characteristics of each individual 
teacher. It is like the scores secured on a test given 
to 32 and 30 testees on two different occasions in the 
boys* and the girls' schools respectively* 


It is quite obvious that coefficients of corre¬ 
lation between the ratings of all students on each teacher 
are quite substantially significant. However, in the girls* 
school for Tr. No. 1 and in boys' school for Tr. No. 2, 
these Values are not significant. This shows that in 
both the schools, students have not given consistent ratings 
for one out of five teachers, life can say, students 
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give consistent ratings for 80^ teachers® 

(11) Reliability of ratings of Individual 

students on the characteristics of all 

In the previous description, we have discussed 
and found the reliability of ratings of students on the 
characteristics of all individual teachers® Here, we take 
up students, one by one, and then find out the reliability 
of each student's ratings on the characteristics of all 
teachers® The difference between these two approaches 
is quite significant as well as quite clear. In the first 
ease, the coefficient of reliability refers to "Reliability 
of students' ratings on the characteristics of individual 
teachers". In this second case, the coefficients of 
reliability refer to "Reliability of each individual 
student's ratings on the characteristics of all teachers 
taken at a time". In the first case we have found 
lO ( No. of teachers) coefficients of correlations. In 
this second case we have calculated ( 30 + 32) 62 

coefficients of correlation to infer reliability of ratings 

TABLES SHomNG COEFFICIENT OF CORRELATIONS 
BETWEEN TH E TWO SETS OF RATINGS OF S'rUt)MTS 
ON THE characteristics OF .ALL TEAGH.ERS_ 

Boys' School 

N ( Number of teachers) * 5 

Degrees of freedom (K-2) - 3 

Significant value at ,05 level - *878 

Significant value at *01 level 


- .959 






St. 

Wo, 

9 

9 

1 

Coefficient of Correlation. Significance 

Cr) 

1 

9 

0 

r-' 

Not significant 

2 


.463 

9 Not significant 

3 


0 

Not significant 

4 

1 

.969 

« Very significant 

5 


.546 

Not significant 

6 


«985 

1 Very significant 


1 

.954 

Very significant 

8 


.733 

, Not significant 

9 

9 

.968 

Very significant 

10 


.926 

significant 

11 


.621 

1 Not significant 

12 

9 

.950 

Very significant 

13 


.792 

‘ Not significant 

14 


.237 

Not significant 

15 


.980 

Very significant 

16 


.396 

Not significant 

17 

U 

.987 

‘ Very significant 

18 


.962 

Very significant 

19 

V 

.955 

, Very significant 

20 


,950 

Very significant 

21 

1 

1 

Very significant 

22 


.979 

* Very significant 

23 

r, 

,911 

significant 

24 

1 

.920 

significant 

26 


.994 

Very significant 

26 

Cl 

.926 

' significant 

27 


.910 

significant 

28 


.675 

Not significant 

29 


«991 

Very significant 

30 

V 

.985 

* Very significant 

31 


.732 

Not significant 

32 

1 

.558 

’ Not significant 

1 


We 

count significant values of correlations 

for 

20 i.e 

. 62.50^ students. For 

12 students i.e. 37.50^ 

we 

do not 

f 

find significant values 

for coefficient of corre 


lations. However, this does not deter us from relying 


upon the ratings of students. 



<3Oi 01W EO H 


1 

9 


S 

5 


10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 


1 

0 

) 

I 

e 

) 

r 

\ 


®626 

®862 

®944 

«703 

®801 

@893 

@575 

@910 

*932 

@999 

.733 

.978 

.960 

@964 

.939 

.823 

.680 

1 

.739 

@995 

.008 

@796 

@983 

.993 

.984 

.795 

.671 

.761 

@916 

,268 


Wot significant 
^ Not significant 
j, significant 

Not significant 
’ Not significant 
significant 
5 Not significant 
significant 
significant 
f Very significant 
3 Not significant 
Very significant 
^ Very significant 
' Very significant 
s significant 

Not significant 
*' Wot significant 
, Very significant 
Not significant 
I Very significant 
Not significant 
i Not significant 
Ver 7 significant 
Very significant 
Very significant 
Not significant 
No t significant 
Not significant 
- significant 

^ Not significant 



Here we find significant values of coefficient 
of correlation for 15 l.e. 60^ students. This does not 

seem to be quite encouraging one but still we can say, 
we have found statistical sound footing for relying 
upon the ratings of students on the eharaoterlstics of 


teachers 
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Stability of ratings of teachers on the 
characteristics of students 

Teachers teaching the above students were 
also requested to rate the students on their characterise 
ties. In the higher secondary classes, there are five 
subjects, so there were five teachers who rated their 
students on lO characteristics* We go into the details 
of stability of ratings of teachers on the same line as 
we have discussed earlier the stability of ratings of 
students* 

Boys* School 

In this school, we had 32 students* Five 
teachers rated each student on 10 characteristics. So, 
for one teacher we had (32 x 10) = 320 ratings and 
for five teachers we received C 320x 5) = 1600 ratings 
in all* 

All the teachers were contacted Individually. 
They were requested to rate the students quite adequately 
which may help us to ascertain the nature of students 
we are getting in higher secondary schools, liie teachers 
were also requested to look into the details of Rating 
Scale in the presence of the investigator* This was 
done to make any clarifications sought by the teachers* 
The nature of the characteristics was very common and 
It hardly invited any queries from teachers. This was 
possible because the characteristics included in the 
scale, were given by more than 186 teachers in the open 
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survey 5 discussed in Sections I&II • However^ Tidien the 
teachers were requested to re-rate the teachers^ they 
were quite surprised* There was no other alternative 
except to tell the truth to them that re- ft.ating on 
their part was meant to find out the consistency in their 
ratings* ''You wanted to examine us". "Better you had 
told this very fact at the time of first administration". - 

such remarks were made by teachers though lightly. The 
teachers became cautious in rating the students. We can also 
say that, this cautiousness might have effected the cal¬ 
culation of the reliability of ratings. 

TABLE SHOWING NUMBJilR OF RATINQS IN 
DIFFERMT SCALE VALUES JDF■■EATiXl Gr 
aCilLE. ■ 


I 

i Scale Values 

Administration < _ . . 



' Higher 
; (6&4) 

Middle 

(3) 

Lower 

(3&1) 

First 

1 

’ 1076^ 

« (67.25^) 

1 

378^ 

(23.65^) 

146 

(9.12^) 

Second 

, 1167 ^ 

, (72.94^) 

389 

(24.3i:^) 

44 

(2.75^) 


j 


-tu> 

We findfthe percentage value of ratings falling 
In the middle value remains nearly hundred per cent stable. 
However, there is a rise of 5^ ratings in higher scale 
values and fall of 7 % ratings in lower scale values. 

This disparity needs further Investigation. 






We find a sharp change in the ratings of 
lower scale values i#©* 66»44^ changes occur in these 
ratings of lower scale values. However^ there is only 
11.52^ change in the ratings of higher scale value. This 
leads us to examine the nature of these changes. 



Scale Values from which) Scale values to which 
changes take place changes fall 


Total 


Higher 


changes fall ___ ^ 

Higher Middle Lower 


124 

( 1 . 52 ?^) 


124 

(1.62^) 


Lower 


(12.335«) CM.ll^ 


( 66 * 44 ^) 


We see that out of 66.44^ changes in the 
ratings of lower scale ralne, Si.lX% ebanges fall In the 
madia scale value. «nlte clearly, there Is an abnomal 
Change In the ratings of lower scale yalue. Similarly, 












the middle scale value absorbs abnormal amount of these 
changes^ This Is a paradox and whereas it speaks of fluc«» 
tuatlng state of mind of the teachers, it also shows that 
a majority of ratings in middle scale value have a tendency 
to fall into lower scale values. If we cancel out these 
apparent changes we calculate the real stability of ratings 
of lov/er scale value as ( 100-12.33 ^87.675^. Similarly, 

whan there is no change of rating from higher to lower scale 
values, we say the stability of ratings in higher scale 
value is be hundred per cent. 

However, overall stability of ratings of teachers 
can be calculated as undars 

Total Number of ratings » 1600 

Total changes - 414 

Percentage changes »• 25.95 

Stability of Ratings - 74,15^ 

We can well rely upon the ratings of teachers* 


In girls' school, we had 30 students. So, when 
one teacher rates one student on ten characteristics, she 
gives us 300 ratings. There were five teachers, so we had 
1500 ratings each time from all teachers. 



Adminlstration 

First 


Scale Vailue 



696 639 166 

(46.39 55) (42.60^) (11^) 
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Wide disparities in the percentage of ratings 

falling in different scale values on the two adniinistm*^ 

tions show quite a good amount of unstability in the 

ratings of teachers on. the characteristics of students 
■Hus 

inf girls® school® We examine this stability of ratings 
in detail as was done in the case of boys® school® 

TABLE SHQVmiG PiglgiiM OF CHAMGES IN IHE 
RATIHQS 


So ale Value 


Number of Ratings 

'-----,- 

First time changes 

.i. — ..I . '.' .1 . - ' I. t .. . . . . i 


Percentage 
change s 


Higher » 696 ’ 227 I 32,62 

. ‘ • 

Middle 639 • 399 , 62.44 

I » 

Lower . 165 ‘ 155 ’ 93.94 

' 1 9 


As discussed earlier, we examine below the 
changes of ratings from higher to lower and lower to 
higher scale values. 


TABLE SHOWING CHANGES IN .EATINGS FROM .H1_GHER 
TO LOWER AMD LOWER TO HIGH^ SOVALUES ^ 


1 

Scale values from whichi 
changes take place , 

1 Scale values to wtiich ,Total 

, changes fall 

(Hlaher^_(Middle) CLower)- 

1 

■ 1 

1 

Higher , 

1 

i 

- 

195^ 

(23,02^) 


2 

Lower i 

1 

80 

(43.49^) 

75 

(45.485?) 

1 

" 1 oifls^) 


Hhen we cancel out oheuges falling in middle 
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scale v^ue, we have the following resultss 

Stability for ratings In the higher 

scale Value « 95o4l^ 

Stability for ratings in the lower 

scale value SlaSl?^ 

We find a stability of ratings of teachers on the 

■HaC 

characteristics of students infgirls® school, Ohe same results 

are shown in the calculation of overall stability of ratings? 

Total number of Ratings » 1500 

Changes -» 781 

Percentage of Rating changed ~ 52*06 

Stability of Ratings « 47*94^ 

COMPARATIVE TABLE SHOWING PKRCMTAGE STABILITY OF 
RATlNGij OF PUPILS AND TEACHER8._0W EAOR.OTHERS ® 
characteristics in boys* and GIRLS’ higher 

SECONDARY SCHOOLS 


School 

1 Stability 

f . .-.. . 

in the Ratings of 

Teachers 

. t . - 

• Pupils 

Boys' 

» 74*15^ 

77*44^ 

Girls' 

' 47 *94?^ 

69,37^ 

Total 

; 61*45^ 

.- >•"- -■ —^ - 

] 73* 55^ 


We Can well make the following inference from the 


above ( comparative) table* 

1, Stability in the ratings of students is greater 

than the stability in the ratings of teachers* 

2* Stability In the ratings of students in boys' 
school Is greater than the stability of ratings in girls 
school on the characteristics of their respective 
teachers* 
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3* S’tabili'fcy in tlio ratings of teachers on the 
eharacteTistics of students in the boys^ school is greater 
than that of stability of ratings in the girls® schools 

4« Stability of ratings of teachers in girls® 
school is not sufficient. 

5® Stability of ratings of both teachers and 
pupils in the boys® school on each others* characteristics 
is mor© than the stability of ratings of both the teachers 
and the pupils in the girls® school, 

6, Mien we combine the ratings of teachers and 
pupils 5 both in the boys* and the girls* schools, we get sig¬ 
nificant stability of ratings both for teachers and pupils® 
However, stability in the ratings of pupils is found to 
be greater { 73 ^ 55 %) than the stability in the ratings of 
teachers (6l,45^) only. 

Reliability of Ratings of teachers on the 
characteristics of students . 

We had twj sets of ratings of teachers on the 
characteristics of students* Following the lines of 
deteitnination of coefficient of correlation of students* 
ratings on the characteristics of teachers, we found out 
the reliability of ratings of teachers on the character^- 
isties of students as described below in the following 
two ways* 

1. Reliability of Ratings of all teachers on the 
characteristics of individual students. 
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2c pliability of Ratings of each individual 

teacher on the characteristics of all students* 

i® pliability of Ratings of all tea chers on the 
characteristics of individual students 

Here we have added up the scores of ratings of 
all. teachers on the characteristics of each individual 
student. By applying Difference Fonnulaj we found out 
the coefficients of correlation between the two sets of 
scores. The detailed findings are discussed belowi 

mLES SHQVjlNG..GQBFFIgXMT OF QDRHElATlQNS 
BKTWEEI^ THE SKIS OF RATINGS OH THE 
GHARACTEHISTIGS OF IMDIVIDUAE STUDENT S 


N ( Number of teachers ) ~ 5 

Degrees of froedom(N-2) - 3 

Significant at .05 - ,878 

Significant at ,0l - ,959 

Boy 3^ School 


St, 

No, 

1 

1 

Coefficient of Correlation 
-t-rA.. 

1 

1 

Si.i?i?nificance 

1 

1 

e 

• 601 

j 

1 

Not significant 

2 

t 

.974 


Very significant 

3 

1^974 


Very significant 

4 

1 

.679 


Not significant 

5 

1 

• 764 

1 

Not significant 

6 

1 

• 919 


significant 

7 

1 

.693 

1 

Very significant 

8 

.675 


Not significant 

9 

1 

• 056 


Not significant 

10 

s 

.591 

1 

Not significant 


1 


contd., • 






I 


> 


St® ® Coefficients of Correlation < Significance 



11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 


8 

S 

? 

i 

I 

a 

a 

{ 

a 

9 

1 

9 

1 

t 

t 

9 

9 

3 

1 
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We get significant values of ”r“ for only 12 
( i»e* 37.56^ ) students. Ihis means we do not get signi¬ 
ficant correlation between the two sets of ratings of 
teachers on the characteristics of students® This again 
goes to substantiate the interpretation made in the 
stability of ratings of teachers. But, we do get positive 
correlations for 29 out of 32 students# 




«746 
@059 
@316 
.208 
@870 
a057 
. ,791 
. @224 
. ®753 
. ,06 
‘,224 
,742 


^ Not significant 
{ Not significant 
Not significant 
1 Not significant 
Not significant 
i Not significant 
Vejy significant 
i Not significant 
Not significant 
, Not significant 
Not significant 
’ Not significant 
» Not significant 
’ Not significant 
Not significant 
Not significant 
i Not significant 
Not significant 
Not significant 


"Vf© get significant values of “r” only for 3 
i,©@ lOJg students. Vfe get positive correlation only for 
16 i.e@ 33*3331 students . This again goes to substantiate 
the low st^ility ( 47.94^) of ratings of teachers in 
girls* schools. 
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2® Reliability of Ratings of each individual 
teacher on the oharaoteristics of all 

Here we find the reliability of ratings of each 
individual teacher for all students*. 1!h© method applied 
remains the same as applied in the determination of relia™ 
bility of ratings of each Individual student on the charac-* 
teristics of all teachers. 

TABLES SHOV/IHG GOKgFIGIEMTS OF CORRELATIONS 

BETWEEN i:W0_ SETS ,.Q.g..RATINGS ,_0F _TEAaH3aR S_QN 

the . 


N ( Number of students ) - 32 

Degrees of freedom CN«.2) - 30 

Significant value at ®05 level «» ®349 

Significant value at «0l level « «449 

Boys* School 


Coefficient of Correlation Significance 
No® i . , • 


1 

t 

0 

«954 

‘Very significant 

2 

1 

• 637 

'Very significant 

3 

1 

j 

1 

•896 

1 

Very significant 

1 

4 

• 912 

jVery significant 

5 

» 

1 

t 

\ 

• 699 

*Very significant 

s 

i 
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N ( Number of students ) - 30 

Degrees of freedom (N-.2) ^ 

Significant ^alue at «05 level « ®361 

Significant value at ®0l level - @463 

Girls® School 


Tr. 

No. 

« 

i 

Coefficient of Correlation 
Cr) . __ 

« 

t 

Significance 

1 

9 

g 

o206 

i 

1 

Not 

significant 

2 


.290 

9 

9 

Not 

significant 

3 

3 

. S3l 

1 


significant 

4 

f 

.221 

! 

Not 

significant 

6 

g 

.425 

1 


significant 


! 

, < - 


3 

1 


,05 not at 


, 01 . 


■Vfe find substantial coefficients of correlation 
of all teachers in boys' school but in girls* school 5 we 
find "r" significant only for 2 teachers. This is in 
accordance with the discussed stability of ratings of 
teachers in both the schools* 

Validity of Rating Scales 

In both the Bating Scales, we had included the 
characteristics, which were obtained by the open survey 
discussed in Sections I & II. The survey covered 428 
students C 196 girls and 232 boys) and 135 teachers ( 72 
women teachers and 63 men teachers) of 13 schools. Only 
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those characteristics ware included 't^hich mentioned 

with high frequencies, Tliis was an important step to ensure 
the validity of Rating Scales® 

Again 9 one rate® was rated by more than 2 raters* 

In the ease of students, each student was rated by 5 
teachers, in the case of teachers each teacher was 

rated by 32 students in boys' school and 30 students in 
girls’ school* This itself ensures the validity of ratings* 
Freeman ( 1965, pp 531) has pointed out, "Usually, of course, 
ratings of a particular person are obtained from more than 
one judge, for validity of ratings is thereby increased, 
in as much as subjectivity of judgment is decreased 
through the balancing of errors and bias". 

Freeman ( 1962 pp 536) elaborates the point 

sayings 


" The usual criteria and standards of validity 
are not applicable to rating scales. There is 
a matter oflGon3truct)Content■ validity. Ihe 
question to be asked regarding the validity of 
a rating scale are theses Does it meet the 
specification of a sound scale? Are the traits 
being rated by the scale significant in the 
setting or occupation for which the Individual 
is being considered? If these two questions 
are answered satisfactorily, then the ultimate 
usefulness ( that is predictive validity) of 
the scale will depend upon the soundness 
( reliability) of judges’ ratings". 

Barr and Davis ( 1953 pp 109) remark this ways 

’’ Rating methods are never any better than the 
raters. ^ may refine our rating methods and 
administer them properly, but unless the rater 
takes the job of rating seriously and conscienti¬ 
ously, the results are of questionable value". 
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Following these lines^ we can well establish 
the validity of Rating Scales - the characteristics 
included were necessarily found to be of paramount Im¬ 
portance by the ratees themselves. The raters were 
simultaneously ratees and they assumed both the roles. 

This also brought out the seriousness of the raters. 

Again 5 raters and ratees were well conversant with each 
other observing one another in these situations daily. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Sistermay, Ajmotra ( 1951 pp 481) points out: 

» Rating is just one of the many means that may 
be effective in assisting the teacher in 
improving pupil-teacher relationships and thus 
have a direct bearing on effective teaching. 
Everyone knows that such ratings cannot always 
be taken at face value, neither should other 
criteria be disregarded. The student is not 
infallible in his adjustment as to what is 
best for him. Xet, every teacher needs to 
know himself as others see him. This is a 
difficult task. Ratings by students is one 

source of knowledge**. 

No doubt the Rating Irlcales have their 

limitations. This has been discussed in our analysis of 
stability of ratings. We can use these Rating Scales 
as valuable tools to study the inter-personal relations 
between the pupils andrteachers. But we cannot use this 
tool as a foolproof method because of its limitations. 

We are required to supplement this tool with some other 
source of information which will verify and supplement 




249 


the information received by these Rating Scales. In our 
study 5 we have used the following two tools? 

(1) for teachers < Appendix 16 ) 

In this check-list we have included lOO statements 
e^qjressing some characteristic of a teacher. Against each 
statement, the names of 5 teachers teaching the testee 
class were written. Students were requested to read each 
statement carefully, and mark ( i/ ) under the names of 
the teachers/whom that particular statement applies. They 
were allowed to leave the statement if it did not apply 
to any teacher or the statement be tick marked under 

the names of all teachers as the statement holding good ^ 
on all teachers, A copy of this check-list in its original 
form in Hindi and translated form into English has been 
attached in appendix 16. It is worthiidiile pointing out that 
out of these lOO statements, 50 st®.tements give positive 
feelings and 50 statements give negative feelings. These 
statements were again sorted out from the statements and 
expressions of 428 students on "VAiat makes you like a 
teacher"? and "Vftiat makes you dislike a teacher"? We have 
included tfee statements in this check-list depicting 
characteristics of teachers which could be taken up in 
Rating Scale ( appendix 13 ). The investigator took all 
precautions to administer this check-list at the very and 


of his data collection. 
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( S) Teachers* eheck-llat for students ( j^pendlx 15) 

A supplementary tool to Rating Scale on the 
characteristics of students, a check«»list administered 

on the teachers» This Included 50 statements® Against 
each statement some space was left out to provide a space 
to the teacher to give names of students to whom that state¬ 
ment applied. Again, these statements were sorted out from 
the statements and expressions of 135 teachers, on “Miat 
makes you like a student"? and ""What makes you dislike a 
student"? ( Questionnaire appendix 1 )« A copy of this 
check-list is attached in the appendix 15» These 

statements particularly related to the characteristics of 
students which could not he Incorporated in the Rating 
Scale of characteristics ( appendix 14) where the teachers 
were to rate the students. 
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TEAGHliK^PUPIL MD PUPIL^TEAGHER RELATIONSHIPS 


This study of Teacher-Pupil Relationships seeks to 
find out -what teachers think and feel about their students® 
To find it out, teachers have made their choices for stu¬ 
dents on Sociometric Test ( Appendix 9 ) and have rated the 
students for their personal likings on five-point Liking 
Scale C Appendix 3 ), 

Similarly, the study of Pupil-Teacher Relationships 
seeks to find out what students think and feel about their 
teachers. Here, students have made their choices for 
teachers on Sociometric Test ( Appendix 10 ) and have rated 
the teachers for their personal likings on five-point 
Liking Scale ( Appendix 5 )® 

Hypothesis 

There is a lack of personal Teacher-Pupil 
Relationship both .inJbOY S' 
higher secondary classes ® 

Plan of Analysis 

The sample of this study Involves two boys* and 

two girls* schools. The analysis of relationships in 

iirA. 

these four schools haS’ been divided intofollowing 
two sections. 
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See tion I 

This section is further divided into following four 
partsj each part comprising of analysis for each one of the 
four schools as stated below* 

Part A - Boys® school B -.1 Part B » Boys® school B-a 

Part G Girls* school G-1 Part C » Girls' school G«.2 

is^ection II 

A comparative study of these relationships in two 
boys* CB»l + B«2) schools together and in two girls* (G»l + 
G-.2) schools together will be made in this section. Attempt 
will also be made for all the schools combined together® 

Section I 

Part A Anal ysis of Teacher-Pupil and Pupil-^^PA®.^ 
Relationshlns in boys* school B~i . 

Sample * The sample from this school constitutes a 
section of the tenth class of 48 students and 5 teachers 
teaching different subjects to these students. 

We divide this Part A In the following two sub¬ 
parts s 

Part iUl - Analysis of Teacher-Pupil Belationship® 
Part A-2 - Analysis of Pupil-Teacher Relationship. 

Part iUlJ Analysis of leacher-PupU Rel ationship 
in school B-i . 

Bia Soolometrlo Matrix depicts the choices of lUclngs 




2S4 


and dlsliklngs of teachers for their students® The test 
constituted three activities ioe®(I) appointment of monitors 
(II) visiting students® homes and (III) taking students on 
educational tour® Each activity gave an opportunity to the 
teacher to express three names of students i^hom he would 
like/dislike to associate with|in that activity® In all® 
each teacher could express 9 names for his liked and 

disliked students® 'Ihe socionietric question for each 
activity was worded in its conditional tone,“other things 
being equal*' “all other things are possible", so as to give 
a fully general nature to the activity to enlist personal 
likings and dislikings of teachers for their students® The 
reason for all this procedure was to get information from 
each teacher as to what number and what particular students 
in the class, he likes and dislikes. We make four socio- 
metric categories from the choices received by students on 
Socioaietric Test in the following manners s 

T® Accentee 

Here those students are Included who get at least 
one choice of acceptance and do not get any rejection from 
any one of the five teachers. 

2 . Re.ie ctee 

Here those students are included who get at least 
one choice of rejection from any one of the five teachers 
but do not get any acceptance choice. 
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TEACHER “PUPiL RELMIDNSHIP 
SCHOOL B-1 
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Students getting no choice-neither acceptancje nor 
re3 ©ction—from any one of the teachers on Sociometric Test, 
are Included in this category, 

4, Haglssiag. 

Students who get both choices of acceptance and 
rejection from any two different teachers or from the same 
t 0 acher 5 are included in the category. 

In the Sociograra (shown opposite) of Teacher-Pupil 
Relationship of School B-1, the serial number from 1 to 48 
represent the serial number of students and the serial number 
I to V in small circles represent the serial number of 
teachers. The straight lines with arrow heads show liking 
choices of teachers and dotted lines with arrow heads dis™ 

f 

liking choices of teachers for students. From this Socio¬ 
gram, we derive the following Sociometric Tablej 

TABLE 1,00 SHOVaNG TEACHER-PUPIL RELATIOHSHIP 
IN BOYS* SCHOOL 



« 

— — ----- 


T* 


J 

Tr. 

8 

Acceptance choices 

• 

Total 

Rejection choices 

, Total 

No, 

1 

given to SI,No. of 

¥ 

Sts, ' 

given to SI.NO, 

No. of 


-a ■ 

Sts, 

1 

t 

of Sts. 

’Sts. 

1 

—I). 

23,25123,31,32,42 

» 

Eight ' 


T '■ " “ 

1 


8 

46,48 

1 

t 


i 

2 

f 

1,9,22,25,28,30 

1 

Six » 

1 

Seven , 

7,43,46,47,48 

’Five 

s 

jFour 

3 

9 

16,22,23,28,30,32, 

1 

3,7,40,46 


f 

t 

f 

( 

33 

1 

s 



4 

10^11,12,23,27,28, 

t 

8 

Seven % 

1 

3,18,33,38,46, 

47 

’Six 

! 

S 

f 

It 

t 

2.23,28,29,31,42, 

43 

J 

I 

F 

Seven ^ 

t 

6,7,27,33,35, 

36,46 

* Seven 

S 

% 



Sts* stands for 

students. 

SI.No, stands for 

serial 


number. 
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Int e rp ret at ion 

One teacher could give 9 names of students with 
whom wh© likes to associate in three activities® We find that 
but for one teacher all teachers have spreadover their 9 
choices to the maximum of 7 names® This shows that teachers 
had to repeat the same name/s so as to give their hundred 
per cent choices® Prom this we Inferj teachers have their 
clear-cut likings for 7 students out of 4S 1®©. 14,58^ 
in the class* Obviouslyj number of choices allowed (9) 
did not com© in the way of teachers in expressing their 
likings for students because they could not give 9 names® 
This shows that there are limited numiber of students whom 
the teachers like® This itself establishes our hypothesis 
for this school that there is a lack of teacher-pupil 
relationship in its higher secondary classes* 

2* But for one teacher SI.No, 1, all the rest of 
four teachers have given their choices of rejection. Four 
teachers give 36 rejection choices, each giving 9 choices* 
This shows that the names of students who were not mentioned 
in acceptance category, do not only have indifferent feelings 
from their teachers but some of the students are also 
disliked by teachers . Non-acceptance of students by 

teachers shows a lack of teacher-pupil relationship but 
exact disliking of teachers for students presents© more 
dismal picture. Pour teachers, giving their rejection 
choices, name as many as seven students in this category. 




From table 1®CX3, we find the number of students 'sdio 
are placed in different sociometric categories as discussed 


above® 


TA3LE 1 1 SHOWIMG NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN DIFFERMT 
SQGIQMETRIG CATEGORIES 


Category 

1 

1 

1 

Serial Number of 
Students. 

T" 

t 

i 

Numbe r 

•nr — --- — 

1 Percentage 

1 

Aoceptee 

8 

1 

t 

1|9,10,11.12,IS,82, 
23,25,^,^,30,31 
32,42. 

? 

I 

1 

15 

i 

1 31® 25 

f 

5 . -Ill . - 

m 

S 

J 

1 

6,7,18,35,36,^,40 

43,47. 

S 

ff 

9 

" 18.75 

8 

1 

Isolate 

I 

i 

1 

8,4,5,8,13,14,16, 

17,19,20,21,24,26, 

34,37,39,41,44,45 

» 

I 

f 

19 

9 

' 39*58 

) 

Neglectee 

1 

1 

3,27,33,46,48 

t 

1 

5 

9 10.42 

9 


1 


1 


9 


Inte rpretatlong 

There are only 15 C 31.25^) students who enjoy 
only likings from one or more teachers. Even if we add to 
these students, the neglectees who enjoy both liking and 
disliking choices from their teachers, the maximum number 
of students comes to 20 C41®67^) only® It means less than 
50% or only 425^ students In the class enjoy liking incli¬ 
nation from their teachers® This gives us 68^ of students 
who do not enjoy liking from any one of the five teachers. 
The following table shows as to how many teachers like 
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a students 

TABLE 1«2 SHOWING STUDENTS LIKED BY TEACHERS 


Serial Number of 
liked student. 

e 

s 

Liked by Teacher 
Number. 

f 

I 

s 

Liked by Number 
of Teachers. 

1 

8 



2 


8 

1 

9 

1 



2 



1 

10 

8 



4 


t . 

1 

11 




4 



1 

IS 




4 



1 

15 

9 
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I 

1 

22 

8- 


2 

& 

3 

n 

2 

23 

i 

X ) 

3, 4 

& 
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4 

26 



1 

& 

2 

S 

2 

28 

J 


2, 3 

& 

4, 5 


5 

29 

? 



5 



1 

30 




3 



1 

31 

1 



5 



1 

32 

1 


1 

& 

3 

if; 

2 

42 

r 

\ 


1 

& 

5 


2 Total 2i 







■ -8- - 


It shows 

that 

on an 

average, 

one 

liked student is 


liked by 1*73 teachers only* We find only one student -vdio 
is liked by all teachers. In all, out of these 15 students, 
each of the 9 students, is liked by only one teacher 
(different for different students). This shovs different 
teachers like different students. This may be due to 
differences in opinions of teachers for students or due to 
different angles id.th v^lch a teacher likes a student. Tnis 
question viill be examined in our subsequent chapters. 

2. There are 9 students ( 13.75^) -who are victims 
of the expressed dislikings of teachers. If t/j© add to this 
number, the 5 ne glee tee students, the students viho receive 
both acceptance and rejection choices, we find 14 students. 
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-who are disliked by teachers® This goes to esta¬ 
blish something more than our hypothesis® The following 
table shows the number of teachers yio on an average dis¬ 
like a student. 

TJffiLE 1,3 SHOWING STUDENTS DISLIKED BY TEACHERS 


Serial Number of ® 
Disliked Student, ® 


6 

7 

18 

35 

36 
38 
40 
43 
47 


a 

T 

9 

? 

\ 

? 

3 

9 

3 

1 

i 

I 


Disliked by Tr, 
SI. No® 


5 

2, 3 & 5 

4 

5 
5 
4 
3 
2 

2 & 4 


Disliked by 
^ Number of Trs. 

»- ■ ,1 . . ■ ■ , . 

. 1 

^ 3 

» 1 

8 1 

1 

t 1 

1 

I 2 , 

« 2 Total 12 

1 


It is pleasing to note that-there is no student 
who is disliked by all teachers. However, one student, 
serial number 7, is disliked by 3 ( out of 5 ) teachers® 

On an average one disliked student is disliked by only 
1®33 teachers. It is a relieving finding amidst otherwise 
gloomy picture, that on an average when a student is liked 
by teachers, he is liked by 1«73 ( say 2) teachers, but 
when a particular student is disliked, he is disliked by 
1®33 ( say 1 ) teachers® 

2, There are 19 students find no place on 
Soclometrlc Test® We have 9 students who find disliking 
choices from their teachers. So, as such 28 students 
(58.335?) enjoy no likings from any one of their teachers. 
This shows nothing less than the lack of personal teacher- 
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pupil relationship* 

Malvsis of Ratings of Teachers for their personal 
Likings of students on flve-=°t)olnt Liking Sc^e 

TABLE 1*4 SHOT/jIMG NUMBER OF RATINGS MALE BY 

TEACHERS FOR THEIR PERSONAL LIKINGS 
5F~^D^N^S ON FIVE.POIH'^ LlKTfS’'~SQ^ALE 


H 

i 

Liking 


scale 

Values 

1 

Total 

1 

Higher 

(S&4) 

f 

% 

Middle 

(3) 

' Lower 

. (2&1) 

f 

t 

1 

8 18(37.50) 

t 

t 

21(43.75) 

1 9(18.75) 

“48(100.00) 

2 

® 35(72.90 ) 

1 

10(20.83) 

’ 3(6.25 ) 

{ 

‘48(100®00) 

1 

3 

I 

( 

6(12.60 ) 

9 

8 

33(79.17) 

, 4(8.33 ) 

548(100^00) 

4 

10(20.83) 

s 

30(62.50) 

8(16,67) 

’48(100.00) 

5 

« 30(62.50) 

1 

H( 22.92) 

‘ 7(14,63) 

148(100.00) 

Total 99(41.25 ) 

1 

1 

t 

110(45.83) 

*31(12.92) 

1 

fnwBSiSiHlIllli 


Interpretations 

1, Teacher No, 1 \rtio had given no disliking choice 
has given lower ratings (pf 2&1) on Liking Scale ^ich 
stand for "Like less than others" and "Like the least". 

This means this teacher too cannot be excluded from the 
mainstream of teachers who cherish dislikings for a number 
of students in the class. Surprisingly, he is the teacher 
who places maximum number of students ( 9(18.75?S) in the 
lower scale values showing his disliking for them. 

2. Teacher Wo. 2 and teacher Wo. 6, have placed 
72 ^ 90 % and 62.50^ students in higher scale value^f the 
Liking scale which shows the number of students liked by 
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them® But a dismal picture Is presented by teacher Nox3 
who has placed only 6 students ( 12»50^) in these higher 
scale values® Almost similar picture is presented by Teacher 
Wo® 1 and Teacher No. 4 who exhibit 37®50$^ and 20.B3% stu™ 
dents liked by them respectively. 

3. As a whole we find 110 ratings (45.83^) in middle 

scale value of the Liking Scale which shows indifferent 

feelings of raters for the ratees. This way 5 it is inferred 

from the above table that less than 50 ^ ratings (41.25?^) 

fall in the higher scale values which shows nearly 6 O 5 S students 

do not en; 3 oy any feelings of acceptance from their teachers. 

This again goes to establish our hypothesis. 

SQjs.li 3 niat.r ic ■Categ ories on the Basis of Batlngsfoy, 

Teachers for their Personal Likings of Students 

The choices on Sociometric Test gave us an Insight 
into the number of students liked by individual teachers. 

Here, we will have an insight into the number of students 
who are placed in different sociometric categories taking 
into consideration the ratings of all teachers on five-point 
Liking Scale, 

"We apply the following criteria to decide whether 
a student as a whole is accepted, re; 3 ected, isolated or neg¬ 
lected in the eyes of teachers. 

1, AC cep tee 

Here we include students who get atleast three 
ratings of higher scale values (5&4). 

2 , Rei^ectee 


Here we include students who get at least three 

M 1 afkala Volnoa 1 .ft. ( r 
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3e 

Here we include students whom at least 3 out of 5 
teachers give ratings of middle scale value (3) 
of the Liking Scale® 

Here we include students who get all the three types 
of ratings i.e. higher value, middle as well as of 
lower scale value. 

The following Matrix of five-point Liking Scale of 
Teacher-Pupil Eelationship decides as to how many and 
students fall in each of the sociometric categories discussed 
above« 

MATRIX OF FIVE.POIMT LIKING SGALH OF TEACHER . 

PUPIL RHLATIOHSHIP IN SCHOOL- 1. 


Ratees ' 
Sts, 31« 
No® 


2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 
3 

9 

10 
11 
12 

13 

14 
16 
16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 
26 
26 
27 




s 

s 

fi 

j 

t 

) 

f 

I 

*; 

f, 


1 


Raters-Teacher's Serial Numbers 
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 


' Sociometric 
category 


3 

4 
2 

3 

4 
3 

3 

4 

5 
3 
3 
5 
2 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 
3 

3 
5 
5 
2 

4 


5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

4 

5 
5 
4 
3 

3 

4 

5 

6 
4 

4 

5 

3 

4 

3 

4 

5 

4 

5 
3 
3 


3 

3 

2 

3 

3 

3 

2 

3 

5 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

5 



4 

4 

4 

3 

4 

4 
2 

3 

5 

4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
2 

3 

4 
3 
3 
2 
3 
2 

3 

5 

4 
4 


’ Acceptee 
B Acceptee 
Rejectee 
s Isolate 
, Acceptance 
Isolate 
» Rejectee 
Isolate 
‘ Acceptee 
g Accepts© 
Isolate 
Acceptee 
I Neglectee 
I sol at© 
Isolate 
1 Isolate 
Isolate 
*• Isolate 
Isolate 
’ Isolate 
' Neglectee 
t Isolate 
Neglectee 
f Isolate 
Acceptee 
\ Neglect#© 
Acceptee 


1 


contde • • 






Sociometric Serial Number of’ Number of ' Percentage 

Category ® Students. » Students ' 


Acceptee « 1 « 2 ,5,9,10,12,25 

, 27,28,30,31,32,34 

40,42,43,44,45 


Rej ectee 


3,7,33,35,46 


10«41 
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table 1,6 SHOMG NUMBER OP STUDENTS IN DIFFERENT 
SOCIOMETRIC CATEGORIES OU BQCIQMETRTC ! 

test and five-pqimt liking scale 


t 

Sociometric Category 

_ _ j_ 

Sociometric Test 

1 

% 

Five»-Polnt Scale 

1 Acceptee 

1 

15(31,25) 

% 

18(37,50) 

2 Rejectee 

1 

9(18.75) 

& 

% 

5(10.41) 

3 Isolate 

s 

19(39.58) 

B 

20(41,68) 

4 Neglectee 

s 

5(10,42) 


5( 10,41) 

Total 

N 

fi 

W 

48(100,00) 

Q 

U 

r 

48(100,00) 

Internrotation 

1. We 

have 

defined a student 

as 

an ac cep tee 


(by teachers) "when he gets at least three ratings oT higher 
scale value i,e. he is liked by at least three out of five 
teachers teaching him. We find, that there are only 18 ( 37 ®60^) 
students "who fall in this category. Bius, "we find less 
than 4X)% students enjoy acceptai'oe from teachers, 

2® We had found 9 students (18»75^) falling in 
rejection category on Sociometric Test but it is found 
that as a ■whole only 5 students ( l0»4l^) are falling in 
this category on five-point Liking Scale. It is, again,a- 
relieving finding that ■while more students are disliked 
by individual teachers, less number of students are dis¬ 
liked by teachers taking into account the feelings of 


all of them. 
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3e We find 20(41*68^) students falling in isolate 
category« From this we can interpret that in addition to 
10*41^ disliked students ^ there are 41®68^ students who are 
if not exactly disliked but are also not liked by teachers® 

It can be said from the above analysis that a 
large number of students are found to have beenf accepted 
by the teachers, either ijAien considered individually or 
^en the feelings of all teachers are taken together* 

There are only 1S(31«25^) studehts who are accepted by 
one or two teachers and at the maximum there are 18(37*50^) 
students who are accepted by the combined feelings of all 
teachers. With the cognizance ofthe fact, that only a 
small number of students are liked, we can easily say that 
there is a lakk of personal teacher-pupil relationship in 
this school. 


From Table Nos® 1,1 and 1.5, we find the following 
students falling in the same sociometric category both on 
Socioraetric Test and five-point Liking Scale* 


Ti\BLE 1.7 SH0WP>IG TEACHERS P 


IN THE : 


BOTH ON SOCIOME 


POIN T LIKING SGA^E 



Category 


1 Acceptee 


Serial Number of Students « Total 

Students 


1,9,10^12,25,28,30,31,32, 


2 Eejectee 


7, 35 


3 Isolate 


, 4,8,14,16,17,19,20,24,37, , 

I 41 _ 1 


10 
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We find lO students, placed In the acceptee category 
by one or more teachers on Sociometric Test, are also found 
as acceptees as a whole on the basis of ratings of teachers 
for their likings for them on five-point Liking Scale® 
Similarly, lO students are in isolate sociometric categoiy 
and 2 students in rejectee category on both the tools® 

Thus, we Can say that for 22(45,83^) students, there is 
a perfect agreement among teachers regarding their likings 
for them® 

Part A-2 Analysis of Pupil~Teacher Relationship 
In School B-]^ . 

The Sociometric matrix depicts the choices of liking 
and disliking of students for their teachers on Sociometric 
Test® The test constituted three activities i.e, (I) Choice 
for class-teacher (II) Choice for House-master and 
(III) choice for discussing personal problems. For each 
activity, the studnnt was to name one teacher out of the 
five teachers teaching him and he was allowed to repeat 
the same name for more than one activity. They were also 
at liberty not to give any name for any activity if they 
so liked. Each student could esqpress 3 names of teachers 
whom he liked to associate with and whom he did not like 
to associate within that activity. Again, to enlist the 
true likings and disllkings of students for particular 
teachers, the language of each question was made conditional 
as, 'Tlf all things were possible and you could have your 
class-teacher any one you liked”, ”If you were given a free 
choice” etc. Here, again, the reason for this was to fetch 
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an information from each student as to i^at number and i^hat 
particular teacher in the class^ he likes and dislikes* 

From the Sociometrlc matrix we have the following 

tables 


TABLE 1^8 .SHOWING CHOICES RECEIVED BY TEAGHEHi^ 
OH SOCIOMHERIG TEST B'TIQM aTTTDTHfJT.q 


Te ache r 

No* 

t 

s 

Acceptance 

1 

» 

Rej ection 

1 

9 

9 

48(58.74) 

—r~~ 

3(2.04) 

2 

S 

1(00*70) 


97(67.37) 

3 

S 

9(6.30 ) 

9 

16( 11. 11) 

4 

1 

4(2.80 ) 

8 

1 

21(14,56) 

5 

? 

45(31.46) 

1 

i 

7(4.87) 

Total 

8 

(1 

143( 100 ^00) 

E ” 

J 

1 

144(100.00) 



1® All the teachers receive both acceptance as 
well as rejection choices. It means each teacher is liked 
as well as disliked by some students. However, from the 
Sociometrlc Matrix, it is clear that while a teacher gets 
acceptance choices from some students, he gets rejection 
choices from some other students. We can infer from this 
that the same teacher can be liked by some students and 
disliked by some other students. 


2. Here we find, Teacher Serial No.l, is liked the 
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most by 48 choices of acceptance. He receives only 
3 rejection choices, Ihe second liked teacher is Teacher 
No, 5j -who receives 45 choices of acceptance and only 
7 choices of rejection, 

3, Teacher No4> 2 Is the most disliked teacher. 
He receives only one acceptance choice and 97 rejection 
choices. Teachers No, 3 and 4^ too receive more choices 
of rejection than they receive choices of acceptance, Vfe 
can say I they arc more disliked than liked by students, 

4, In conclusion, we say 2 out of 5 teachers 
are liked by students and 3 of them are disliked by them. 
This indicates that students like less and dislike more 
number of teachers. 


Sociograms s 

From the two sociometric matrices of Teacher-Pupil 
and Pupil-Teacher Relationships, we draw 5 sociograms, 
sociogram with respect to each individual teacher* The 
serial number 1-48, around the external and larger circle 
stand for the serial number of students. The internal and 
small circle is appended with serial number of teacher who 
makes for and receives choices from students. The dotted 
lines denote rejection choices and straight lin^denote 
acceptance choices. 

In Part A-l, we have discussed Teaoher-Pupll Rela- 


tlonship^ We will now study Pupil-Teacher Belatlonship* 
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1, Teacher No» 1 Is liked by 45 out of 48 i.e® 93*74^ 
students. He ig disliked by only 2 students i.e® 4®l?Jg students® 
Similarly} teacher No® 5 is liked by 36 (75®00?S) students and 
disliked by 5 Cl0®41^) students® We can easily say that these 
two teachers are liked by students, 

2® Teacher No* 2 is disliked by 45 (93,75'^) students 
and is liked by only one student. Obviously, he is overv^i aiming- 
ly disliked by students. 

3® Teacher No. 3 and 4 are liked by 9 (18.75J^) and 
3 (6,25^) students and disliked by 15 (31.25^) and 19(39.58?^) 
students respectively. We say, they are liked by '/ery few 
students and are disliked by more students) 0 T most of the 
students have indifferent feelings towards them. 

4. For two teachers we find an indifferent inclination 
of studentscwJ,onthey reject altogether. They show their 
acceptance only for two teachers. This goes to establish lack 
of Pupil*»Teacher Relationship in this class® 

From the five sociograms considered separately, we have 
the following information? 

TABLE 2,00 SHOWING RECIPROCAL OPPOSITE AND N0N» 


^SPQNsIVe CHOICES RECEIVED BY TEACHERS 

from students 










Teacher 

t 

Choices 

made 

iMutual' 

Mutual 'Hej ect > 
Reject* for ' 
(Accept^ 

Accept 

’i^Non- 
, Respon¬ 
sive 

1 

No, 

1- 

by Teachers 
Accept’Reject 

^Accept’ 

1 ' 

for 

Reject 

1 

9 

8 ' 


1 7 . ' 

1 

« 1 «< 1 

- 

» 1 

2 

} 

1 

9 

6 

5 

‘ - ! 

I ® ' 

i » 

1 “* 1 

sis; 
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I ” 

3 

7 ‘ 

4 

111* 
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7 1 
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413 ; 


i 6 
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7 \ 
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* 4 1 

2 * 1 1 
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' 2 


» 1 « S IS s 
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1® For 35 choices of acceptance made by teachers only 
14(40^) choices are responded with acceptance by students^ 

Again only 3 teachers enjoy mutual acceptance choices. 

2. In contrast to acceptance choices, we find for 
22 rejection choices made by teachers, they receive 14(59.09?^) 
rejection choices from students. Moreover, four C out of five) 
teachers get rejection choices. 

3, Eleven acceptance choices are responded with 
rejection choices while only 5 rejection choices are respon¬ 
ded with acceptance choices from students. 

All these three points not only establish that there 

is a lack of teacher-pupil relationship in this class. More 

students are disliked than liked by teachers; more teachers 

are disliked than liked by students; more mutual rejection 

choices are found than mutual acceptance choices and less 

acceptance choices are made for rejection choices and more 

rejection choices are found for teachers in response to their 

acceptance choices for students - all these points give us 

a gloomy picture of relationship between teachers and pupils. 

Supplementary information on five-point Liking Scale 
regarding Pup11-Teacher Belationship . 

Here we sayfa teacher is accepted by a student if he 
gets higher ratings (5 & 4), he is rejected if he gets lower 
ratings (i.e. 2 & 1) and is isolated by a student if he 

places him in the middle scale value(^i.e, 3). 

'Jollowing Matrix shows the ratings of students for 
their personal likings of teachers! 







Rater 

J Ratees 

Teachers® 

Serial 

Numbers 

St*No. 

> 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

1 

5 

1 

3 

3 

4 

2 

5 

1 

4 

1 

4 

3 

5 

4 

5 

2 

4 

4: 

5 

1 

3 

4: 

5 

5 

5 

1 

3 

2 

4 

6 

5 

2 

3 

3 

4 

7 

, 5 

2 

3 

3 

4 

8 

5 

3 

4 

3 

4 

9 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

10 

S 

2 

3 

3 

4 


From this matrix we get the following table 
on the same lines as Table 1*9• 
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lEterp rotation 

Evidently teachers serial number^1 and 5 
are accepted by students and teacher number 2 is re^Qc- 
ted by students and accepted by only 10 students® 

2^ Teacher number 4 is liked by 14 students 
and disliked by 19 students* ¥e can say^ this teacher 
too Is not accepted by students* 

The<adnterprQtations substantiate the inter* 
pretation made for Table 1«9* 

3* Teacher No* 3 was found to have received 
indifferent feelings on Socioraetric Test^ but here 
on Liking Scale, he is found accepted* Here too, we 
can make similar interpretation making some margin 
for halo effect on ratings. 

4^ If we rank the teachers both ways as to 
the number of higher ratings and lower ratings 
received by them, we find the same ranking as we 
may do on Table 1*8, showing the number of choices 
of acceptance and rejection received by each teacher, 
we arrive at the following table with the help of 
Tables 1*8 and 2*1. 





We find teachers vho receive more of acceptance 
choices, also receive more number of higher ratings® Simi¬ 
larly, teachers getting more lov^’er ratings receive more 
rejection choiceso ihe order of likings and disllkings 
of students for teachers remain exactly the same both 
on^Sociometric Test and ['five-point lAking Scale* This 
goes to re-establish once again the place of Liking 
Scale as a supplementary tool in the study of inter¬ 
personal relationships* 

From Table 1.9 and Table 2,1 m have the 


following tablet 
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Interpretation 

This table makes the things more clear*, Teachers 
No® 1,2 and 5 get clear verdict from students as far as 
|is likings and dlsliklngs are concerned. Teacher No, 1 
Is liked by 93,75)^ students 'whereas teacher No, 5 is 
liked by 70,83^ students. Similarly, teacher No, 2 is 
disliked by 54,17^ students. Teacher No, 3 gets clear 
verdict from only lO students substantiating the previous 
interpretation that students are found indifferent towards 
him. Similarly, teacher No, 4 is disliked by 22,92^ 
students and liked by only 4,175^ students - so we again 
can say that he is not liked by his students. 


Part Bs Analysis of Teacher-Pupil and Pupil - 
Teacher Relationships in boys ' 
school B°2 , 

Sample ohe sample from this school constitutes 
a section of the tenth class of 23 students and 5 teachers 
teaching different subjects to these students, 

■Sfe divide this Part B in the following two 

sub-parts* 

Part B-i Analysis of Teacher-Pupil Relationship, 
Part B-.2 Analysis of Pupil-Teacher Relationship, 
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Part Analysis of Teacher-Pupil Relation- * 

shin In Sc h ool B~°2 . 

From the sociogram of Teacher-Pupil Relationship 
arrived at from socioraetric matrix, we derive the following 
sociometrlc tables 

TARLF, P.4. SHOWING TKAGriER-PUPlIi__RELATiQW^^ 
IT'BOYS* sch ool B-.2 . 


Tr» Acceptance choices 
No® ^ given to Sl« No® of 
students® 


' Total N-eje ction choices Total 
^ No. of given to SlNo® of’ No® of 
Stu- 8 students. stu- 

‘ dents. 


1 ^ 1,2,9,17,24,26 

2 , 1,10,17,26,28 

3 5 2«3,4,11 j 13 517, 

^ 18,22,26 

4 ’ 1,6,11,12,24,85, 

’ 26 

5 ' 2,6,18,18,28,85, 

' 26 


Six 

5 

3,9,12,16,21,28 

’ Six 
) 

Three 

It 

Five 

n 

9,12,21 

Nine 

9 

5,8,9,10,12,16, 

5 Nine 


a 

19,21,28 


Seven 

3 

X 

5,9,10,19,20 

, Five 

j 

Seven 

1 

3,9,10,15,16,17 

3 Six 


In terpretations 

1® Except for one teacher (^serial number 3^non© 
else has given maximum of 9 names of students whom they 
would Ilka to associate within the sociometrlc activities. 
For 45 choices made, we get 34 names, it means that on an 
average only 6.80 students are liked hy each teacher In 
this olas^of SB students. This clearly signifies the lack 

of likings of teachers for students. 

a. All teachers have given names of students 

whom they wouldClallke to associate wlth\ln sociometrlc 

activities, we have In all 89 names, i.e. on an average 
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5®80 students are dislilced by each teacher in the class. This 
not only shows lack of teacher-pupil relationship but some¬ 
thing ■v^lch is antithesis of teacher-pupil relationship in 


this class. 


From the above Table 2.4, we have the following table 
showing the number of students who are placed in only acceptance, 
rejection, isolate or negative category on Sociometric Test 


by teachers. 


TABLh 2.5 


SOGIOMUTRIG 




, I ' 

Category Serial Number of Students ' Number | Percentage 


1, Acceptee i 152,4,6,11,13518522,34,25 

26 

2 Rejectee ' 5,9,15,16,19,20,21 

3 Isolate ’ 7,14,23,2? 


3 Isolate 

4 Neglectee 


3,8,10,12,17,28 



TABLE 2.6 


Serial Number of 
liked students. 



' Liked by teacher 
’ serial number_ 


1,2 & 4 
« 1,3 & 5 

, 3 

4 & 5 

'' 3 & 4 

' 3 

, 3 & 5 

‘ 3 & 5 

t 1 & 4 

1 4 £ 5 

1 1,2,3,4 « S 


' Liked by number 
• of teachers 


Total 26 
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he is liked by 2*27 teachers on an average but a disliked stu¬ 
dent is disliked by 2*43 teachers* 

3. IRiere are 4 students "who find no choice. 'Viim 
we add to this number, the number of students are disliked, 
we arrive at 11 students who enjoy no likings from teachers. 
Leaving aside 6 neglectee students which can be counted both 
ways, we can say 11 students enjoy likings and 11 students are 
deprived of these essential feelings. On the basis of likings 
and dlsliklngs we can say that there is decidely a lack of 
teacher-pupil relationship. 

Analysis of Ratines of Teachers for their personal 
l , 1 , kif|ga of students on flve-nolnt Liking Scale in 


table 2*8 


SHOTrilNG HUMBER OF RATIBQS MADE BY TEAGBER5 

-I-.-.™ « T T TtZ-T-NTn rt C( rtlTT TvTPMOl CJ 



immmm 






Tr. SI. 
No* 

1 

Liking 

Scale V Values 

"1-- 

; Total 

1 

t 

-TrTgher t”” 

(5&4) 

Middle 1 

(3) ., 

Lower 

( a&i) 

1 

1 

1 

11(39.23) , 

11(39.28) ’ 

6(21.43) 

’,23(100^) 

2 

t 

g 

10(35.71) ’ 

14(50.00) , 

4(14.^) 

,2SCl00?S) 

3 

t 

9(32.14) 

14(50.00) ' 

5(17,86) 

,2S(100^) 

4 

e 

5(17.86) 1 

20(71.42) 

3(10.72) 

,23Cl00?S) 

S 

8 

8 

2( 7,14) « 

20(71.42) ; 

6(21.43) 

1 23(100^) 
- 1 , 


1 

37(26,43) • 

79(56.33) j 

24(17.17) 

» 


Interpretations 

1. Hone of the teachers have placed more than 11 
students in the higher scale values which show likings of 
teachers for their students. Surprisingly, none of the 
teachers have shown likings even for 14CS0« students In 
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th© class® MorBoVGPj tcacliers number 6 and. 4 iiave touched 
the lowest ebb of number of students liked by teachers. 

These teachers have liked only 2(7.14^) and S(l7*86jS) 
students respectively. 

2. Only 37(26»43^) ratings are found in higher scale 
value.Oa an average 7 students i.e, 1/4 of the students are 
liked by teachers in the class. 

3. We find 17,17$^ ratings falling in the lower liking 
scale Values i.e* 2 or 1, Ihis shows in all 24 students and 
thereby 5 students on an average are disliked by each indivi¬ 
dual teacher* 

4* More than 50 ratings (56*33^) are placed in 
middle scale value which show indifferent feelings of teachers 
for students* 

5* From these interpretations, we can say, there is 
a lack of likings of teachers for students and establishes our 
hypothesis even for this school that there is a lack of 
teacher-pupil relationship in this class too* 

Sociometric categories on the basis of ratings 
Qf; _teaehers for their personal likings of 

We analyse further the ratings and find out the 
number of students who find their places in different socio- 
metric categories as was done in the case of school B-i* in 
brief, we categorise students in the following manners 

1* Acceptee - 3 Higher ratings 

2. Ke^tee - 3 Lower ratings 

3, Isolate - 3 middle ratings 

4* Neglectee - ratings of higher, middle and 

lower values. 




LOlffl 


i^X# a MrL 


1 

2 

3 

4 : 

5 

6 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 

27 

28 




jers ' 


Sociometr 

Category 


3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

6 

3 

3 

X 

2 

3 

2 

3 

2 

3 

3 

2 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

4 
3 
2 


Acceptee 
Isolate 
’ Isolate 
Isolate 

* Isolate 

,ACceptee 
Isolate 
»Isolate 
igeiectee 
jK-ejectee 
Acceptee 
«Isolate 
Isolate 
tIsolate 
j Isolate 
Neglectee 

* Acceptee 
<Isolate 

Isolate 
jlsolate 
iReJe ctee 
I sol ate 
»Isolate 
>Isolate 
Isolate 
'Acceptee 
«I sol ate 
,Rejectee 


I'Torn this matrix we have the following tablet 

TABRh 2,9 SHOWING SERIAL hUKBhR OF Sl’UDMTS MiO 
AHK FOUND IN DIFFERENT SOGIOMETR iq 
CATEGORIKS OH FIVE-POINT LIKING SCALE 


Sociometric ' 

Serial Number of 

1 

Number of 

1 

Percentage 

Category < 

Students. 

1 

Students 

1 


r 

1, Acceptee ^ 

1,6,11,26 

? 

4 


14.28 

2. Rejectee i 

9,10,21, 2B 

1 

t 

4 

I 

f 

14.28 

3, Isolate ’ 

8*“5,6,7 *12,13 , 
15,18-20, 

t 


t 

60.72 

f 

1 

17 

1 

! 

22-25, 27 

t 


? 


4« Neglectee[ 

14, 17, 18 

f 

3 

E 

r 

10.72 
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TABLE 3 SHOWING NUMBER O P STUDENTS IN 

GATJjjGORIE S ON 3OCI0- 
METRIC TEST AND FIVE^POINT 
LIKING S GALE^---- 


1 

Si.No, . 

S 

« 

Sociometric 

Category 

1 

1 

fi 

t 

Sociometric 
Te st 

, Fiv6«.polnt 
. Liking Scale 

1 s 

Acceptee 

t 

11(39.28^) 

« 4(14.28) 

i 

2 

Re;3 ectee 

f 

7(25,05) 

' 4(14.^) 

1 

3 5 

Isolate 


4(14.29) 

t 17(60.72) 

li 

4 

11 

Neglectee 

f 

6(21.43) 

t 

i 3(10.72) 


Total 

P 

i 

^(100.00) 

i 23(100.00) 

1* 

» 


InteTpretatlons 

1* Only 4(12,28/?) students are accepted as a \ 3 liole 
taking into consideration the feelings of all teachers to¬ 
gether. Strange it is that 4(14.28^) students are also 
re;]ected. Again 17(60.72^) students are also isolated i.e, 
towards these students, teachers are found to possess 
indifferent feelings. Ife can veil imagine the poor state 
of Teacher-Pupil Relationship in this class. Students are 
not liked, are not accepted and thus the very fundamental 
of any interpersonal relationships are non-existent. 

2. Onf^ciometric Test, we have taken a student 
in accept,ee sociometric category even vAien a,student gets 
even a single acceptance choice from apoy one of the five 
teachers. Obviously, even with this much liberal criteria, 
we could enlist only 11(39,28^) students. 3his number Is 
further reduced to o^y 4 (14.228^) when we make cate¬ 
gorization on the basis of ratings of all teachers. This 
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means students are fotmd to have been neither accepted by 
individual teachers nor have they been accepted by the com-» 
bined feelings of all teachers. 


3, However, we have 7 students in the rejectee 
category on Sociometric Test, but only 4 students are adjud¬ 
ged as rejected on five-point Xsiklng Scale® 

4, There are 17(60.72^) students vixo have been found 
to be placed in isolate sociometric category. This means to¬ 
wards &0% students, teachers cherish simply indifferent 
feeling. 


These points further substantiate that there is a 


lack of teacher-pupil relationship. 

From Tables 2.5 and 2.9 we find the following students® 
falling in the same sociometric category both on Sociometric 


Test and five-point Liking Scale. 


TABLE 3,1 


SHOWING TEACHERS pLAQIHG STTJDENT^. IN. 
TKk ^i^SQGIOi^Ig CM'EGOBIBS BoW 
ON SOCIOMETKIC TEST & FIVE^PO.mT 
LIKING SCALE 


SI. No, 

1 

, Sociometric 
Category 

1 

I 

1 

Serial Number of 
Students. 

“ 1 

1 

Total 

Students 

1 

' AC cep tee 

—r- 

( 

1, 6, 11, 26 

1 

1 

4 

2 

8 Rejectee 

« 

9, 21 

1 

2 

3 

’ Isolate 

f 

t 

7, 23, 27 

K 

{ 

3 

4 

’ Neglectee 

t 

1 

17 

t 

t 

1 


Total 

'« 

i 

1 


f 

t 

10 


Ve find only 4 

students are accepted by 

individual as 
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well as all teachers® But there are 5 students who are not 
accepted by any teacher® We will make use of this 

table in the analysis In our subsequent chapters* Here 
it would suffice to say that for 10(35,71^) students, 
there is a perfect agreement among teachers regarding 
liking and disliking them. 

Part B-2 Analysis of Puuil-Teacher Relationship 
in School 

From the sociometric matrix of Pupil-Teacher 
Relationship in school B-2, we have the followint tables 

TABLB 3.2 SHOWING CHOIGkS RKhSlVED BY_ TMCjiKRa 
ON SOQIOMETRIC TEST FROM STUDENTS 


» 

Teacher 
Number * 

Number of 

Choices 

Received 

Acceptance 

t 

1 

Re;3e ction 


9(l0.7l) 

j 

t 

40(47.62) 

2 ' 

21(25.00) 

) 

2(2® 38 ) 

1 

3 

' 39(46.43) 

9 

t 

4(4.77 ) 

4 

1 

, 12(14.29) 

1 

12(14.28) 

5 

« 3C 3.67) 

<1 

i 

26(30.95) 

Total 

; 84(100,00) 

1 

s 

s 

84(100.00) 


Interpretations 

1 . All teachers get both acceptance as well as 
rejection oholoes-it means all are liked as well as dls^ 
liked by students. 
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2® Teach®r No» 1 gets 40(47®62^) rejection choices 
and only 9 (10®71^) acceptance choices® T/fe can interpret 
from this that this teacher is disliked hy students* 

3® Similarly teacher number 5, can well be said 
having been found disliked by students vho get only 3(3*57/2) 
aecqstanee but 26(30*95^) rejection choices. 

4* Teacher number 4, can hardly be said to be 
accepted by students. He receives equal nuiuber,-12( 14,29^) 
choices both in acceptance as well as rejection categories* 

5, Teachers number 2 and 3j can well be said to be 
accepted by students. They get 21(25,CX)) and 39(46.43j2) 
acceptance choices and 2(2,^^) and 4(4,77^) rejection 
choices respectively. 

The above analysis indicates that out of 5 teachers 
only 2 teachers are accepted. Again 2 teachers are rejected 
and towards 1 teacher, students are found to have indiffe¬ 
rent feelings. 

SQG10GRAMS 

From the sociometric matrices of Teacher-Pupil and 
Pupil-Teacher Relationships, we have drawn 5 Sociograms - 
one for each individual teacher showing the choices 
received from and given by him to students. 

In part B-1, we have discussed Teacher-Pupil Relation¬ 
ship, Here we study Pupil-Teacher Relationship. We have the 
following table from the five Sociograms. 
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The interpretations from this table go to substantiate 
the Interpretations made for Table 3»2 on the basis of number 
of choices received by Individual teachers. 

1. Teacher numbers 2 and 3 are liked by 57.14^ and 
85^,72^ teachers and each is disliked by 7»14^ students 
only®, We can infer from this that only these twD teachers are 
accepted by students® 

2® Teacher numbers 1 and 5 are disliked by 19(67.86^) 
and 21(75.(X)^) students respectively. They are liked by only 
6(21.43^) and 3(l0,7l^) students® . We can say, these two 
teachers are essentially disliked by students. 

3, Teacher number 4 is given both acceptance and 
rejection choices by 10(35.72^) students. He is isolated by 
8(28.56^) students. We can say/students have indifferent 
feelings for him. 

In conclusion we say, Teacher numbers 1 and 5 are 
rejected, 2 and 3 are accepted and teacher number 4 is iso¬ 
lated by students. In brief, only 40^ teachers are accepted. 

From the five sociograms, we have the following addi¬ 
tional information. 

TABLE 3.4 SHOWING R.tiCIPROCAL OPPOSITE AHD MOH .. 

RESPONSIVE CHOICES RECEIVED BY TEACHERS 
FROM STUDENTS. 


Choices made by 

_ teachers 

Accept 'lieject 


Mutual 

Accept 


Mutual 'Reject 'Accept ' Non- 
Reject » for ' for 'Responsive 
,Accept Rej ect ,_ 
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Interpretation 

le Teacher number 3 presents an ideal position® He 
establishes all the 9 mutual acceptance choices, ind the 
students whom he had given rejection choices, give him 
acceptance choices. This means he is not only liked by 
the students Tidniom he himself likes but he Is also liked by- 
students whom he does not like® 

2® Teacher number 1, gets five mutual rejection choices 
and only 2 mutual acceptance choices® He gets 3 rejection 
choices for his acceptance choices® All this goes to restate 
that he is a teacher rejected by his students® 

3* Teacher number 2, gets 3 mutual acceptance choices 
and 2 students give him acceptance choices even though he had 
given them rejection choices. He gets neither mutual rejection 
choices nor any rejection choices against his acceptance choices® 
All this is an evidence of the accept^ce of this teacher by 
his students® 

4. Teacher number 5, gets only 2 mutual acceptance 
oholees, t)Ut gets 3 mutual rejeotion choices and 6 rejection 
choices for hla acceptance choices, ®iis is again a good 
proof that this teacher is not liked hy his students. 

5. Teacher number 4, gets 3 mutual acceptance choices 
only. But he gets 2 mutual rejection choices and 2 students 
give him rejection choices in response to his two aooeptanoe 
choices. From this we can infer that the teacher is not 

accepted very much* 

Supplementary informa tion on five-pol^ 

Liking Se »ie ret^ardlng 
Relationship In School B»2* 
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Rater ! 

St o N o, J 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
17 
13 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 

26 
27 
23 


MATRIX 



Og^ ZiLBkEQ.INT LIKIMG .SClA r.w oF 


Ratees 

"■ Teachers® 

serial 

Numbers 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 


1 

2 

1 

2 

4 

5 
3 
5 
3 
1 
1 

3 

4 
3 
3 
1 
3 
2 

5 
5 
1 
2 
2 
3 
3 
1 
1 
2 


5 

5 

4 

3 

5 
5 

4 

5 
4 
2 

3 

4 

5 
5 

4 

5 
4 

4 
3 

5 

3 

4 

5 
5 
5 

4 
1 

5 


5 

5 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

5 
2 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

4 

3 

5 

4 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 


4 

4 

4 

5 
4 

4 

5 
4 
1 
2 

4 

5 
5 
4 

4 

5 
5 

4 
3 

5 

3 

4 

5 
5 

4 

5 
4 
4 


3 

2 

2 

3 

3 

5 

3 

3 

2 

1 

2 

3 

4 
3 

5 
1 
2 
3 
1 
5 
1 

3 

4 
4 
1 
4 
1 
4 


As categorized earlier for school B-i, ve take the 
student as accepting a particular teacher if he rates him at 
higher scale value ( 5 & 4). Similarly, a teacher is taken to 
he rejected by the student if he rates him in the lower scale 
Value ( 2 & 1) and a student is taken to be indifferent to¬ 
wards the teacher if he rates him at the middle scale value 
l»e» 3* 

hie arrive at the following table from the above 

matrix. 




















TABLE 3,6 SHOWING TEAGHEBS GBITIMG SME SOaiOMETRIQ CATEGORIBS 
BOTH ON SQGIOMETRIC TEST AND FIVE-POlHT LIKING 
SCALE IN SCHOOL 
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Interpretation 

1. In Table 3*5 we find, teachers number 1 and 5 
are rejected by 14(50^) and 11(39*295^) students. They 
are accepted by only 6(21«43^) and 8(23,5?;^) students. 

The number of students disliking them is more than the 
niimber of students accepting them. We can say these 
teachers are not accepted by students. 

2, From Sociometric Test, we had fotjind only 
teachers ntimber 2 and 3 as accepted by students but here 
we find teacher number 4 too as accepted by students. 

This necessitates that we study further the students 
placing teachers in different sociometric categories both 
on Sociometric Test and five-point Liking Scale, 

Prom Tables 3,3 and 3,5 we arrive at Table 3,6, 

1, We find clear-cut liking of teacher No. 3 by 
75^ students. 

2, Similarly, teachers number 1 and 5 are found 
to be disliked by 12 and 10 students respectively. Each 
one is liked by only 2 students. This again substantiates 
that they are disliked by students. 

3, This table supplements the previous information 
that teacher No, 2 is liked by 50^ students. But teacher 
number 4 is liked by less than 14^50^) students i.e. only 
by 10(35.66?S) students. So, the previous interpretation 
holds good that students cherish indifferent feelings for 
teacher number 4. 




student no. 
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The sample from this school constitutes 
a section of the tenth class of 25 students and 5 teachers 
teaching different subjects to these students® 

We divide this Part-C in the folio-wing two sub¬ 
parts; 

Part G«.i Analysis of Teacher-Pupil Relationship 

Part G-2 Analysis of Pupil-Teacher Relationship 

Part G-1 Analysis of Teacher-Pupil Relationship 
in Girls’ School G-l . 

From the Sociogram of Teacher-Pupil Relationship 
arrived at from Sociometric matrix, we derive the following 
sociometric table; 

TABLE 3,7 RHOWING TEACHEIUPUPIL R^AT .I P jjSHI£j 
GIRLS* SCHOOL G-1. 


Tr® 

No. 


? 

i 

I 


T 


1 s 


2 

3 

4 


D 

1 

I 

I 

I 

1 


Acceptance choices 
given to SI® No® . 
of students. 


---,----- r 

Total ' Rejection choices Total 
No. of ’ given to SL, No®i No. of 
students! of students. students 


t I 


2,3,4,11,18,19 

1 

Six 

t 

5,14,17,23,24 

7,11,12,16,18,20 

t 

Six 

f 

1 

1,2,5,13,15,17 

23,24,25 

3,7,11,12,15,16, 

13 

t 

8 

Seven 

1 

1 

1,2, 10,23 

11,18, 20 

e 

T^iree 

V 

8 

i 

1,5,10,21 

4,8 ®9,11,18 

« 

Five 

1,2,6, 21 


Five 

Nine 

s 

, Four 

® Four 

* 


S 


t 

I 


4,8,9,11,18 


t 


Four 
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Interpretation 

None of the five teachers haS. given 9 names 
of students ■whom they -would have liked to associate withjin 
sooiometrlc activities® It is only one teacher ™ Teacher 
number 3 5 has given maximum 7 names of students®. Total 

names of liked students by 5 teachers comes to 27 only« 

It means on an average 5«4 students are liked (accepted) 
by teachers in the class of 25 students, 

2 , All the teachers have given names of students 
vhom they would not like to associate with(ln sociometrlc 
activities. Surprisingly, we find teacher No, 2 has given 
9 names whom^e dislikes. None of the teachers haS^ given 

9 names whom die likes. We find 26 names given by 5 teachers 
in rejection categoiy. On an average, it is found that 
5,2 students are disliked by each teacher* 

3 , A limited number of students are liked by each 
teacher and an equal number of students are also disliked 
by each teacher. All this establishes our hypothesis 
that there is a definite lack of teacheT».pupil relationship 

in this school too. 

From Table 3.7, we have the table showing students 
who are placed in only acceptee, rejectee, isolate or 
neglectee category on Sociometric Test from their teach¬ 


ers* 
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TABLE 3« 3 8HQM1NG liUMBER OF STUDENTS IM DTFFERl^WT 
SOGIOMETEIG GAlBaoRlES OM SOCIOMETBTG 
TEST IN SCHOOL 


SI, , 

No, 

--+ 

1 9 


» 


2 9 


3 


6 

1 

f 

t 

f 


““——7-----.. 

Category s Serial Number of < Number , Percentage 
students, 

, „ ... ---- " ----- " — ' ' l i ■ . I ■ 


Aceeptee 

3 }4 j 11 j 13»19 j7 5 
12j16j2058j9 , 

11 

44.00 

1 

40. (X) 

1 

Rejectee 

* 5,14,17,23,24,1, , 

13,25,10,21 

. 6 , 22 ^ : 

I 2 , 1 s ' , 

10 

Isolate 

2 

' 8 ,CX) 

s 

, 8.00 

Neglectee 

2 


Int eruret atlons 

1, We find only 11(44^) students vho are given 
acceptance choice by one or more teachers* We say only 
44^ students are privileged to enjoy acceptance from 
their teachers T^Aiile the remaining 56% students are dep¬ 
rived of these feelings from their teachers. V/e examine 
below with the help of sociogram as to what number of 
teachers like an aceeptee student on socioraetric test, 

TABLE 3,9 SHOWING STUDENTS LIKED BY TEACHERS. 


Serial Number of ^ Liked by Teacher SI, 
Liked Student« J No, ’ 


3 

8 

1, 3 


j 

4 

7 

1 



9 

8 


6 


1 

9 

1 

5 


8 

11 


1,2,3,4 fi 

5 

8 

12 

S 

2,3 


t 

16 

2,3 


18 

i 

1,2,3,4 S 

5 

R 

19 

It 

1 


0 

20 

5 

2 4 


% 


Liked by Number 
of Trs, 


2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

5 

2 

2 

5 

1 

2 


Total 24 
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We find on an average 2® 18 teachers like a liked 
student* But there are only 11 students >jho are liked by 
this average number of teachers* 


2» We have 10 (40%) students lAio get only 

JUJ- 

reSection choices from their teachers. We can say/out 
of 56% students who are not accepted, there are 40% 
students "v^o are directly rejected by teachers. We 
look into the number of teachers who dislike a disliked 
student. 


TABLE 4,0 SHOWING STUDENTS DISLIKED BY TEACHERS 


Serial Humber of 

1 

Disliked by Tr. 

SI. ' 

Disliked by Hum- 

Disliked Student 

t 

No, 


8 

ber of 

Trs. 

1 


2,3,4 & 5 


’ K 

4 


S 


1,2,4 & 

5 

1 

4 


10 

« 

3 & 4 



2 


13 


2 


1 

1 


14 

t 




1 


17 

f 

1 & 2 


t 

2 


21 


4 & 5 



2 


23 


1,2 & 

3 

8 

3 


24 


1 & 2 



2 


25 

8 

e 

2 


( 

E 

1 

Total £ 


We find on an average a student is disliked by 
2.2 teachers. So, on an average the number of teachers 
disliking a student is more than the nuirber liking them. 

3. Only 44% students are accepted by one or more 
teachers. And 56^ students enjoy no likings from any 
teacher. On an average the number of teachers disliking 
a student is more than the number liking him. All these 
points fairly determine the teacher-pupil relationship In 
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ratings of teacsherfl for their 
^exsonsl likings of students on fl^point 
y.kln£_ acale In School Q^i . 


TA3Ll!l 4,1 SHOWING NUMBER OF RAITLM'GS MADS BY 

T^AgHERS FOR THEIR PERSONAL LIKIWGp 
OF .students on FIVE.POINI LIKING SGAT.fi 



liking 


Scale 

V alues 

—y 

Total 

^ 

No, • 

Higher 
(5 & 

1 

1 

Middle 

' Lower 

I (aS: 1 ) 

1 

1 

j 

1 , 

11(44.00) 

( 

8(32,00) 

t 6(24,00) 

f 

1 

25(100,00) 

2 * 

7(28.00) 

i 

11(44.00) 

* 7(28.00) 

1 

25(100.00) 

3 ' 

7(^.00) 

( 

c 

10(40,00) 

* 8(32.00 ) 

t 

25(100.00) 

4 * 

g 

11(44.00) 

« 

11(44,00) 

9 3(12,00 ) 

t 

t 

25(100.00) 

5 , 

12(48.00) 

a 

6(24.00) 

' 7(23.00 ) 

t 

26(100.00) 

TotalJ 

48(38,50^) 

f 

t, 

46(36.80) 

;31(24.80 ) 

I125(100.00) 


Interpretation 

1. None of the five teachers)ias-; rated 50^ students 
on higher scale values -which show teachers' likings of stu¬ 
dents, There are teachers numher 1,4 and 5 -who like 44^^ 

44^ and 48?S students respectively. But teachercl^number 2 
and 3 have both liked only 7(28^) students. This shows 

the lack of likings of teachers for their students, 

2. We find in all 48 students placed in higher 
scale values showing thereby on an average only 9,6 students 
receive acceptance from their teachers. But there are 77 
students in all and on an average 15.40 students who receive 
no acceptance feelings from their teachers. 

3, There are 46 students^ on an average 9.20 student^ 
who are placed in the middle scale value by each teacher. 

4 , Teacher number 3 has made ratings of higher scale 
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values for 7i^%) students only but have made ratings of lo-wer 
scale values for 8(32J^) students. !n.iis indie at esf'this teacher 
likes less number of students and dislikes more number of stud** 



As we have categorized earlier, we take the student 


as accepted ifshe receives 3 ratings of higher scale values-, 
die is taken to be rejected if die receives 3 ratings of lower 
scale value? andshe is placed in isolate category ifshe receives 
3 ratings of middle ^cale value and finally if a student gets 
ratings of all scale values, Sie is categorized as neglected. 


M/ffRIX OF FIVE-POINT LIKING SCALE OF TE ACHE R- 
PUPIL RELATIONSHIPS IN SCHOOL G-l 


Ratees - Teachers’ Serial Numbers 


' Sociometric 
I category 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 
21 
22 

23 

24 

25 



1 

3 

3 

4 
2 
3 

5 

3 

4 

4 

5 
3 

3 

4 

3 

4 

4 

5 
1 

5 
3 
3 
3 
3 

6 


1 Rejectee 

2 Rejectee 

3 Isolate 

4 Isolate 

2 Rejectee 

3 I sol ate 

5 ACceptee 

6 Acceptee 

5 Acceptee 

4 Isolate 

5 Acceptee 

2 Isolate 

3 Isolate 

3 Rejectee 

4 Isolate 

3 Acceptee 

4 Neglectee 

5 Acceptee 

2 Isolate 

4 Acceptee 

1 Isolate 

1 Neglectee 

3 Neglectee 

5 Isolate 

4 Acceptee 







TABLiii 4^2 SHQVJING SERIAL NUMBER OF STUDEWTa WHO 
AHK FOUND IN DIFFJiRENT SOGIOMETBIG 
g.A£SGORIEa OK FI^E^POIUT LIKING 

SCALE IN school — 


SI. 

Mo® 


I 

Soclometrlc 
‘ Category 


* Setlal Number of 
, Students. 


I I 

I Nmnber of 'PeTCentage 
Students . 


I 

1 Accep tee 

i 

2 ® Rejectee 

I 

3 , Isolate 

s 

4 Neglectee 

« _____ 


a 


4-7,a,9jll?l6, 

9 

,36,(X> 

6 

1,2,5, 14 

1 

3,6,10,12,13,15, , 
19,21,34 

17, 22, 23 

4 

E 

,16.00 

9 

j 

36.00 

j 

3 

,12.00 


a 


TABLE 4®3 SHQWflMG NUMBER OF STUDENTS IN DIFFERMT 
CATEGORIES ON SOCIOMETRIG TEST AND FIVE. 

POINT LIKING SCA LE 


Sl» ' Sociometric 
No® Category 


I 

1 AG cep tee 

1 

2 3 Rejectee 

« 

3 j Isolate 

4 * Neglectee 

a _ - ■ 


Sociometric 

Test 


' 11(44*00) 

’ 10(40.00) 

2 ( 8 * 00 ) 

a 

j 2(8.00) 

j 

. ■ - - 


1 Five-point Liking 
Scale 

I _ 

9(36.00) 

a 

, 4(16*00) 

I 

j 9(36,00) 

t 

' 3(12,00) 


Int e rp r e t at ion 3 

1, Tje had found U(44i8) students accepted by Indivi 
dual teachers. But taking the feelings of all teaohejtto- 













gather we find only 9(36^) students accepted by teachers® 

In this wayj we find 16(64^) students are not accepted by 
teachers® We can safely conclude that there is a lack 
of teacher-pupil relationship in this class® 

2® On Sociometric Test, we find 10(40^) students 
as rejected by one teacher or the other. But, we have only 
4 ^ students as rejected by the teachers taking their feelings 
togetiler® But here we have 9 (36!^) students who are iso¬ 
lated on Liking Scale. This simply shows that students, 
who are found rejected on Sociometric Test, are found to 
have been isolated on Liking Scale® In both the instruments, 
these students enjoy no acceptance from teachers® 

From Table 3®8 and Table 4.2, we find the following 
students have been found in the same socioraetric categories 
both onfSociometric Test andpfive-point Liking Scale. 

TABLE 4®4 



Sociometric 

Category 


Serial Humber of 
Students. 


Total 

Students 







SociDHATRic Matrix Df Pupil-Teacher Relationship 
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For 12(48^) students? we find perfect information as 
to wtio are accepted or rejected or isolated® ¥e will make 
use of this Information in the analysis in our subsequent 
chapters. 

Part C-.2 Analysis of Pun 11-Teacher Relationship 
In girls* school G-l . 

From the sociometric matrix of Pupil-Teacher Belation- 
ship for girls* school G~l, we have the following tables 

TABLjii 4, 5 SHOWING CHOICES KiXIElVED BY TEACHERS 
ON aOCIOMKERIC TEST FROM STUDEMTS 


Teacher 

No. 

“-r— 

1 

1 

Number of 

choices received 


t 

t 

Acceptance 

1 

Rejection 

1 

t 

g 

27(36.00) 

1 

1 

7(9.33) 

2 

g 

5(6,67 ) 

1 

19(25.33) 

3 

g, 

6 (8.00 ) 

1 

21(28,00) 

4 

g 

22(29.33)^ 

8 

1 

9(12.00) 

5 

g 

1 

15( 20,00) 

1 

1 

- - 8— 

19(25,33) 

Total 

g 

8 

76(100,00) 

1 

8 

1 

75(99.99^) 


Interpretation 

1. All teachers get both acceptance as well as 
rejection choices. This meaiis|all teachers are accepted 

as well as rejected by students. 

2. Teacher number 1 gets 27(36^) acceptance choices 
and only 7(9,335^) rejection choices. So, on the whole we can 
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say that this teacher is accepted by students® 

3® Teacher numbers 2 and 3 receive only 5(6,67/^) 
and 6(8®00ft acceptance choices* They get 19(25.33/^) and 
21(28*00^) rejection choices from students respectively* life 
can well say, that these teachers are not being accepted 
by students* 

4* Teacher number 4 gets 22 ( 29 6 33^) acceptance and 
9(12,00^) rejection choices respectively. We can say, this 
teacher is accepted by students* 

5* Teacher number 5 gets 15(20$^) acceptance and 
19(25*33^) rejection choices respectively. Obviously, this 
teacher gets less number of acceptance choices and more 
number of rejection choices. We can hardly say that this 
teacher is being accepted by students. 

In conclusion we can say only two teachers i.e. serial 
Nos. 1 and 4jare accepted by students. 

From the sociometric matrices of Teacher-Pupil and 
Pupil-Teacher Be lat ion ships, we have five soclogratns eahh» 
one for each individual teacher showing the choices received 
from and given to students by him. 

In Part C-l, we haVe discussed Teacher-Pupil Belatlon- 
shipj here ^ will study Pupil-Teacher Relationship. We 
have the following table from the five soclograms. 





TABLE 4^6 SHOWING NUMBER OF STUDENTS PLAGIHG INDIVIDUAL TEAGHEB-S 
ON DIFFERENT SOCIQMETRIG CATEGORIES ON SOCl.OMKrRIG 
TEST IN GIRLS ^ SCHOOL G»1. 
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Teacher auraber l and teacher number 4 are 
accepted by 80$^ and 12 .% students respectively. They are 
disliked by 16^ and 20^ students respectively* We can 
infer from this that these tw teachers are accepted by 


students * 

2. Teacher number 2 and teacher number 3 are 
accepted only by 16i« and 20^ students respectively. Biey 
are dislilced by 17(68^) and 14(56ft students respectively, 
we can interpret., that these two teachers are rejected 

by students* 

3^ Teacher number 6 is accepted by 12(48stu¬ 
dents* He is disliked by 10 ( 48 ?^) students. Again this 
teacher Is Isolated by 3(12* students. As a whole 
we can sayfthls teacher is not accepted by students. 

4, Two teachers i.e. teacher number 1 and 4 are 
accepted. Two teachers 2 and 3 are rejected by students. 

Students can be said to possess indifferent feelings 

. c; Tn brief 40?S teachers are accepted 

for teacher number 5, -m unej. 

and 60^ teachers are not accepted. From this we can say, 
there is a lack of pupil-teacher relationship in this 


Class too. 

From the five sociograms, 


we have the following 


information. 
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TABLE 4^7 



Tr®' 
Wo. 

Choices made byiMutual'MutualI 
_teachers , Accept'Reject 

Reject»Accept« 
for for Re 

Won- 

sponsi 

f 

--U 

Accept 

1 

,Rej ect 

i 

, * 

Accept’Reject’ 

> 

( 

1 ' 

) 

6 

» 

' 5 

8 

i 

‘ 4 

f 1 

1 » ‘ 

2 

r 

} 6 t 


2 t 

6 

f 9 

1 2 

9 

f * 

t ! 

1 

1 

1 1 « 

4 

3 

7 

! 

(1 4 

i 

t 

j 2 

f 

’ 4 

I f 

3 


2 

4 >' 

£ 

3 

6 4 

f 2 

‘ Z ' 

' i 

1 

1 O ' 

O 1 


5 r 

5 

f 

1 4 

i 

, 2 

1 

1 «. t 

t t 

i V' 

1 

• 2 ' 

( 

1' t 

4 


InteTOretation , 

1, For 27 aceeptance choices made by teachers 
they get 12(44*44^) acceptance choices i.e. less than 
50^ choices are found to establish mutual acceptance 
among teachers and pupils. 

2. For 26 rejection choices made by teachers, 
they get 12(44815^) rejection choices. Obviously there 
are more percentage of rejection choices than acceptance 
choices. We can infer from this that bonds of rejection 
among teachers and pupils are more than these are found 





for acceptances6 This again indicates lack of teacher- 
pupil relationship« 

3, Teacher number 1 who was found as accepted 
by studentsj gets 4 out of 6 mutual acceptance choices^ 
Moreover all his S rejection choices are responded 
with acceptance choices by students® This substantiate 
her acceptance by students* 

4® Again teacher number 4, gets 8 out of 3 
mutual acceptance choices. Again for his 4 rejection 
choices, there are 3 acceptance choices from students. 
This again confirms his acceptance by teachers. 

5. Similarly, teachers number 2 and 3 who 
were found as rejected, get 7 for 9 and 4 for 4 rejec¬ 
tion choices. But they get only 2 each mutual accept¬ 
ance choices. This again goes to confirm that they 
are rejected by teachers* 

6. Teacher number 5 gets 2 mutual acceptance 

as well as 2 rejection choices. Moreover 4 of 

choices remain non-responsive from students. From 

this we can infer that students possess indifferent 

feelings for this teacher. 

Supplementary Infoimation on flve-pojn j 
lilking scale re gardlngJPup 11 "-Teacher 
Relationship in School G-i, 







We define acceptance tiy the seale-valnes 4 &5 
rejection by the scale values 1 & 2 and indifference 
by the scale values 3, Then, from the above matrix, 
we arrive at the following tableii^ 
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Interpretation 

,11111111 I I 1l|| Ilf.. M* 9Ma-r~q >» 1 lim ll|lllll|>||,|J'l 

1» From Table 4^8 It is quite obvious that 64^ 
ratings fall in the higher scale value. It diows how 
strongly the halo effect influences the ratings of stu¬ 
dents® From Sociometric choices we had concluded that 
teache IS number 1 and 4 are accepted and teachei^ number 
2^S are re.iected. But here, it seems as if all teachers 
are accepted on the basis of sociometric categorization 
made by us<, 

V/e look into table mimbers 4«6 and 4,,8 simultane¬ 
ously and arrive at Table 4*9 which may be interpreted asi 

2o find teacher No* 1 Is accepted by students 

( 72 -^) 0 

3, Teacher Nos, 2 and 3 which are found rejected 
by students on ooclotfietric Test, are not found accepted 
or rejected by them on this table. So, we retain our 
previous information that they are rejected by students, 

4« Teacher No, 4 is accepted by lO i.e, 40?5 
students. She has also been found accepted on Sociometric 
Test* 

We find 44^ students perfectly agreeing for 
teacher No, 5, We retain our finding thatshe is hardly 

accepted by students. 




Sdcidmetrii 















SDCIQGRAM 

TEACHER-PUPIL RELATIONSHIP 
SCHDDLG-2 



ACCEPTANCES ^ 

rejections . 
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P^T D MALYS13 OF Tl!iAGHijiR..PUPIL MD PUPIL ^ 
TEA.GHKR RKLATIQI'jSHI PS Hi G IRLS» SCHOOL 


aSiSEia The sample from this school constitutes a 
section of the tenth class of 27 students and 5 teachers 
teaching different subjects to these students* 

We divide this Part»D in the following two partss 

Part D»1 - Analysis of Teacher-Pupil Relationship. 

Part D-2 - Analysis of Pupil-Teacher Relationship. 

Part D-1 Analysis of Teacher-Pupil Relationship 
in girls’ school G.-2 . 

From the sociogram of T©acher-Pupil Relationship 
arrived at from Sociometric Matrix, we derive the following 
sociometric table j 

TABLE 5.00 TEACHER»PU £lk.M£A£XO|M 

GIRL S SCHOOL a-. 2. 


Tr. 

Wo. 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


' Acceptance choices ^ 
^ given to serial 
number of st udents* ^ 


Total (Rejection choices Total 
students given to serial 'students 
‘number of students* 

_ ___ _I _——— 


' 4,8,9,17,19,25 ^ 

I 1,9,11,12,14,17,19 
^ * 

n 2,6,14,17,19,22 , 

« 2,3,10,0,19,21,23 

, 27 J 

? 8,9,17,19,21,26 * 

a 1- 


Six ’1,7,11,20 

Seven ,2,10,13,15,23,27 

Six 

Eight ' 6,20,24 

S 

six ’,2,5, 7, 11,24 


*Four 

t 

• Six 
Nine 

* Three 

s 

1 

jFive 

1 
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Interpretation 

1* From the class of 27 students none of the fl^^a 
teachers could name 9 students -with whom they would like to 
associate in soclometric activities* They had to repeat 
a name to give their hundred per cent choices® This deci- 
dely goes to Indicate that 9 choices allowed to teachers 
to express the names of students whom they liked, gave 
them full opportunity to express their likings. ’Waen they 
have failed to give 9 names, it can be inferred that their 
liking is limited to a small number of students i.e. even 
to less than 9 students* 

2, Surprisingly, we find teacher number 3 has given 
9 names of students 'vrfiom she would not like to associate 
wlthI'sociometric activities® However, on an average for 
33 choices of acceptance, each teacher is found to like 
6®6 students and on an average for 27 choices of rejection^., 
each teacher is found to dislike 5®4 students. As compared 
to liked students, we have less number of disliked students 
although, the number of disliked students is not non»signi« 

f leant. 

3s A limited number of students being liked and a 
significant number of students being disliked by teachers, 
fairly sustains our hypothesis that there is a lack of 
teacher-pupil relationship in this class too* 

Prom table 5.00, we find out the students who get 

rejection, isolate or neglectee category on 


only acceptance, 




I 


3 

4 
8 

12 

14 

17 

19 

21 

22 


t 

t 


4 

1 

Ij 4 ® 5 

2 

2 & 3 

1^2, 3 fE 5 
l,2,3j4 & S 
4 & 5 
3 


i 


1 

\ 

± 


1 

1 
3 
1 
2 
4. 

5 
2 

1 Total 19 


There is only one student (serial number 19) ^o 
is liked by all teachers. On an average we find 2,11 
teachers like a student. But again such fortunate students 

are 9(33,33^) only, 

2. If there were 9(33.33^5) students in acceptance 
category, we have 7(25.93?5) students in redection category. 

We cannot consider this number to be any way less as compared 
to number of students found In acceptance category. Here too, 
we find as to by how many teachers, on an average, a student 


is disliked. 

TABLE 5.3 aHn'JTNG STODiy ''"" -maT.IKED BT TEACHERS 


Serial number of 
disliked student 


Dlsllk,a by teacher ^ ti<mber 

nerlal number of teachers. 



Total 13 
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On an average we find a disliked student is disliked 
by 1«86 teachers. So, it is good that a disliked student is 
disliked by only 1«,86 teachers 'v^ereas a liked student is 
liked by, on an average , 2,11 teachers. 


Analysis of ratings of teachers for their personal 
Iikl ngs of students on flve..noint Liking Scale in 


table 5*4 SHOWIHG HUMBER OE _RATIN&S MAQB Sy.TEAgHlBa 
FOR THKCR PERSONAL LIKINGS OF STU MTS 
ON FIVE-POINT LIKING SCALE 


Tr, 

SI, 

No, 


1 

2 


t 

I 

« 

\ 

X 

t 

I 

t 

t 


3 


I 

I 


4 ! 



Total 


Liking 

HTgKeF~ 

(5&4) 

5(18,62) 

9(33,33) 

9(33.33) 

5(18.52) 

11(40,74) 

39(28.89) 


Scale Values 

T-nmre- 

« (3) , (SS^l) 


, 19(70.37 ) * 3(11.11) 

j 

’ 10(66.67 ) ‘ 

» , 

' 18(65.67 ) 

t ^ 

, 19(70,37 ) { 3(11.11) 

‘ 16(55.56 ) , 1(3.70) 

j . _ 

! 89(65.92) ' 7(5,19 ) 


* Total 


127(100.00) 

'27(100.00) 

! 

,27(100.00) 

’27(100.00) 

127(100.00) 

,135(100.00; 


Interpretations 

1 . We find teaohera (numbers 1 and 4 ) place only 
SClS.saft students each in higher scale values. That means 
these two teachers have shoun indifferent feelings tovards 
22(81.4Sft students. We can veil say that these two teachers 
possess indifferent feelings for majority of students. 

2. Similarly, teachers number 2 and 3 have placed 










9(33«33^) students each on higher scale values. That means 
1/3 of students are liked by these two teachers but they 
have shown indifferent feelings towards 2/3 i.e«18(66,67^) 
students. 


3. However, we can say, teacher number 5 has placed 
hardly ^y more than 40^2 students in higher scale values* 

4. We find in all 39(28*89^) students placed in 
higher scale values. On an average we find only 7,8 stu¬ 
dents in higher scale values. This shows 96(71*11^) i.e, 
on an average, 19«2 students get only indifferent feelings 
from each teacher. 


-All this clearly shows that there is a very 
small number of students who are indicated as liked by 
teachers and towards more than 2/3 students, teachers 
cherish indifferent feelings. Again, here oil the five 
teachers are ini^olved. All this clearly shows that there 
is a definite lack of teacher-pupil relationship in this 
class too, 

Soeiometric Categories on the basis of rati ngs 
of teachers for their personal likings of 

MATRIX OF riVE^POlNT LIKIHG SCAL E OF TEACHER- 
PUPIL relationship in school G-2. 


Hatees 
St.SI. 
No. 

1 

2 

3 

4 


I Raters - Teachers’ serial number 

, - ~ ( 3 ^ ; ...... 

3 4 4 3 

3 3 4 3 

3 3 3 3 

3 3 4 4 


'Sociomet- 

'rtfltpgn 

5 Acceptee 
3 Isolate 
3 Isolate 
2 Neglectee 


contd..•. 




I 

Ratees , 
St, SI,! 
No, ‘ 


Ratees - Teachers' serial number 


I Sociomet- 

, ric 

I 0 ate gory 

Isolate 

Neglectee 

Isolate 

Acceptse 

Isolate 

Isolate 

Isolate 

Isolate 

Isolate 

Isolate 

Isolate 

Acceptee 

Acceptee 

Isolate 

Acceptee 

Isol ate 

Isolate 

Isolate 

Isolate 

Isolate 

Isolate 

Isolate 

Isolate 


From this matrix we have the following tablet 


TABLE 5,5 


OF STUDENTS VKO 


CATEGORIES ON FIVE-POINT LIKING SCALE 
IN SCHOOL Gli l 


' Sociometric ' Serial number of «No. of ' Percentage 


« students. 


student s t 


8 Acceptee 

8 

I Re3 ectee 
I Isolate 
1 

i Neglectee 


I lj8^16j17^19 


253,5,7,9-15,18 

2U-27 


IB. 62 


74.08 

7.40 



table 5»6 SH0¥ITO HUMBER OF STUDENTS IK DIFFERENT 

Categories on sociometrig test md 

]g^lV£^POINT LIKIEG SCALE 


,— ---____ _ _ ^ g 

SI. * Sociometric , Sociometric i Five-point Liking 

No, * Category Test Scale 


1 

T” 

1 

Acceptee 

r ■ 

1 9(33.33) 

' 5(18.52) 

2 

s 

Rejectee 

7(25,93) 

t 

t 

3 

8 

Isolate 

‘ 1(3.74 ) 

' 20(74.08) 

.1 

4 

8 

t 

t 

1 

Neglectee 

, 10(37.00) 

8 

-, ■ I-. —- 

‘ 2(7.40) 

t 


Xatgisigtatisii 

1. Individual teachers had accepted 9(33.33^2) 
students but -when Tde take feelings of all teachers together, 
we get only'5(18ft52^) students as accepted by teachers, 
we can say less than 20t:i8ft52^) enjoy acceptance feelings 
from teachers Pereas more than 80^ i.e* 22(81.48^) stu¬ 
dents are deprived of them. This is essentially a good 
evidence for a distance between teachers and pupils. 

2. However, it is pleasing to note that none of 
the students Is found es rejected by &11 teachers. Howecer 
It cannot be denied that there are 7(35.93^) students who 
receive only rejection choices on Sooiometrlc Test from 

their teachers. 

From table 5.1 and table 5.5 we find the number of 
students who are placed in the same sociometric categories 
both on Sociometric Test and five-point Liking Scale. 
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SI , g 
No, 

t 

Sociomet ric 
Category 

Serial number of 
, students. 

! 

, Tots! 
students 

1 5 

Acceptee 

8,17, 19 

3 

e 

2 

1 

Rejectee 

1 

s 

on 

1 

j 

3 

i 

I sol at e 

1 

4 ' 

Neglectee 

; 6 

t 

t 

t 1 

1 

■ t . 


This gives us only !;hree students vjho are accepted 
by teachers individual^as well as collectively. 

Part D-2 Analysis of Pupil-Teacher Relationship 
In School Q-«2 . 


Prom the sociometric matrix of Pupil-Teacher Relation¬ 
ship of school G-2, we have the following table* 


TABLE 5,8 SHOWING CHOICES RECEIVED BY TEACHERS OM 
SOGIOMEteG TES:g FROM ST^UDEMTS 


Teacher 

No, 

1 

Number of choices received 


Acceptance 

’ Rejection 

1 

■-» . 

» 

31(38,27) 

3(3.70) 

2 

« 

6(7. 41) 

, »C34.67) 

3 

1 

t 

29(35.80) 

* 3(3.70) 

4 

t 

t 

4( 4.94) 

23(28,39) 

» 

« 24(29.63) 

j---- 

5 

t 

1 

11(13.58) 


31(100,00) 


Total 


I 

I 

i 


81(100,00) 











ACCEPTANCES 

rejections 
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X, Teacher number 1 and Teacher number 3? get 
31(38®27/^) and 29(35a90^) acceptance choices respectively. 

They get 3(3.70^) rejection choices. We can fairly say that 
these teachers are accepted by students. 

2. Teacher number 2 and Teacher number 4, get 
28(34.575^) and 23(28.rejection choices respectively. On 
the other hand they get only 6(7.14^) and 4(4.94^) acceptance 
choices respectively* WQ can infer from this that these tvo 
teachers are rejected by students. 

3. Teacher number 5 gets 11(13.58J^) acceptance choices 
but gets rejection choices as much as 24(29.63^). We say 

she gets far more rejection choices than she gets acceptance 
choices. We can hardly Interpret from this that this teacher 
is accepted by students. 

So, TrfS find only 2 teachersC405^) are accepted Pereas 
3 teachers (60^) are not accepted by students, ^is itself 
is a good evidence for a lack of pupil-teacher relationship 

in this school. 

From the sociometric matrices of Teacher-Pupil and 
Pupil-Teacher Relationships of School G-2, ve have dravna 
5 sociogranis-each one for each individual teacher showing 
the choi-ces received from and given by him to students. 

In Part D-1, ve have discussed Teacher-Pupil Relation¬ 
ship, here ve study Pupil-Teacher Relationship. We have the 
following table from the five sociograms. 




ftolo H 

CO H*® 
M 
O 

CO H'® 
y\ *»3 I-”* 
»s »* (O 



Si 

w 
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Int erpr etation; 

fliiiTTniwn^i^rfl I mi" iijMfcmii i>tip 

1®, Teacheibnumber- 1 and 3 are accepted by 24(83889^) 
and 22(81843^) students respectiyely. They are given reject¬ 
ion choices by only 2(7841;^) and 3(11.11/^) students respect¬ 
ively® We Can fairly say that these two - teachers are 
acc^ed by a majority of students® 

2® Teacher^ number 2 and 4, are accepted by only 
4(l4®825g) students each. They are given rejection choices by 
17(62.96^?) and 18(66.665^) students respectively. This clearly 
shows that these two teachers are rejected by students, 

3, Teacher number 5 is accepted by only 11(40*745?) 
students and is rejected by 16(59»285?) students. We can 
hardly say that she is accepted by students. 

These interpretations substantiate the interpretation 

made for table 5.8. 

From the five sociograms we have the following addi¬ 


tional information. 


tart.tt. « nn 3H01CLNG HEGIPftOGAk_O^OSlTE_Mj 
^ ^ mr^PogSfTS -GHQ^ RECEIYEP-B X 

FROM STUDMTS . 


Tr, 
Wo. I 


CHolo.smade byl Mutual'.Mutual 1^3 eot' Accept i “™: 
teachers aooept reject for , for^ responsive 

. ' ‘accept} reject i 

Ac cept_ „ ^-- 
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Interpretation ! 

1® TeachGDj number 1 and 3^who have been found as 

accepted by students, get hundred per cent mutual acceptance 

/ 

choices® Teacher No® 1 gets 3 acceptance choices for her 
4 rejection choices. Again, teacher number 3 gets 6 acceptance 
choices for her 9 rejection choices. This substantiates their 
acceptance by students. 

2, Teacher number 4 ’bho has been found as rejected 
finds no mutual acceptance choices but instead gets 8 rejec¬ 
tion choices for her acceptance choices. Similarly teacher 2 
found as rejected, gets only 2 mutual acceptance choices, 
whereas she gets 4 mutual rejection choices and 2 rejection 
choices for her acceptance choices. All this confirms the 
rejection of these teachers at the hands of their students® 

3. Similarly, teacher number 5 confirms her position 
as not accepted by students when she gets only 3 mutual accept¬ 
ance choices but gets 4 mutual rejection choices and 3 choices 
of rejection for her acceptance choices and gets simply one 
acceptance choice for her rejection choice. 

The analysis substantiates that accepted teachers 
get more mutual acceptance choices, less mutual rejection 
choices, and more choices of acceptance for their choices 

of rejection. 


Supplementiaiy information on five-point Liking Scale 
reg^lng Pupil -Teacher Relationship in School G-2 . 
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matrix of FIV£:.,PQINT liking scale of pupil^ 

TEAGIIER RELATIONSHIP ^■^""saHOOL G-gi . 


8 

Rater , 

CI4- C!"S ' 

Ratees 

- Teacherb 

send al 

number 


QU o qX e t 

. Cl) 

(2) 

(3) 

C4) 

(5) 

1 

5 

4 

4 

5 

2 

2 

3 

3 

5 

4 

4 

3 

5 

4 

4 

3 

4 

4 

5 

4 

5 

3 

3 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

4 

6 

4 

3 

5 

3 

2 

7 

4 

5 

5 

5 

5 

8 

4 

3 

2 

4 

4 

9 

4 

3 

5 

5 

4 

10 

5 

5 

4 

4 

4 

11 

2 

4 

4 

5 

1 

12 

3 

3 

5 

4 

4 

13 

5 

4 

4 

4 

5 

14 

4 

4 

5 

4 

4 

15 

5 

3 

4 

3 

3 

16 

4 

3 

4 

4 

5 

17 

4 

3 

3 

3 

4 

18 

5 

2 

5 

5 

4 

19 

4 

2 

5 

5 

4 

80 

3 

3 

5 

4 

4: 

21 

5 

4 

4 

5 

5 

28 

5 

3 

4 

5 

4 

23 

4 

2 

5 

3 

4 

24 

4 

2 

3 

4 

3 

25 

3 

8 

3 

5 

5 

26 

4 

2 

4 

4 

3 

27 

5 

4 

5 

5 

5 


From this matrix we find out the students who 
accept, reject or isolate teachers on the Liking Scale, We 
say that a teacher is accepted if she gets higher ratings 
( values of 5 & 4), is rejected by the students if ^ e 
gets ratings In the lower scale values (2 & l) and Is an 
Isolate if she Is rated In the middle scale value l.e. C3) 





TABLE 6,1 gHO\gNG NUMBER OF STUDENTS PLACII^ia 1MDIYIDUAL_ TEACHEES 
IN DIFFRRT^T SQCIQW'CTRIG CATEGORIES ON FIVE-POIHT 
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Interpretation 

1* As we had found in the case of table 4*8 for 
School G-l, here too we find a dominance of halo effect 
prevailing upon the ratings of students for their personal 
likings of teachers® For this school in the analysis 
of the sociometric choices received by each teacher we 
had come to the conclusion that only teacher numbers 1 and 
3 are accepted by students® But the ratings of higher 
scale values show as if all teachers are accepted® Any 
how, we look into the students who make similar socio¬ 
metric categories both on Sooioraetric lest and five- 
point Liking Scale from table 6,2 

2, Teachers.number- 1 and 3 are placed in 
acceptee category by 21(77,73^) students both on Socio- 
metric Test and five-point Liking Scale. This goes to 
re-conflim their acceptance by students, 

3, Teacheii number 2 and 4 are accepted by only 
l(3®70^) and 4(14.81^) students respectively. This again 
establishes that these two teachers are not accepted by 
students® 

4, Teacher number 5, is accepted by only 
9(33,33?^) students* Again, it is difficult to say that die 
is accepted by students. 
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SECTION II 


In Section I. of this chapter, we have discussed 
Teacher»Pupil and Pupil-Teacher Relationships in each 
one of the four schools included in this study. As 
pointed out at the veiy outset of the chapter. Section 
II, mil he devoted to a combined study of these relation¬ 
ships in two boys' ( B=l & B-.2) schools together and 
in two girls' (G-1 & G-2) schools together. This section 
is further divided into following two parts: 

Part X - Teacher-Pupil Relationships 

Part Y - Pupil-Teacher Relationships 

Part X T EAGHKR-PUPIL RELATIONSHIP IN 
ALL SCHOOLS. 


TABLE 6,3 SHOm^G IRJMBEil OE STUDENTS PL APED . 

Hi DIFFERENT SOGIOMETklC GATEGOBl ES 
BY TEACHERS ON SQCIOMETRIG TE ST 


r. 

jjq j School 

1 

Total 

students 

1 

, Sociometric 

Categories 

, Accept \ Rejectee 

' Isolate 'Neglectee 

1 

1 .Boys' B-l 

48 

,15(31,25)' 9(18.75) 

1 

'19(39.59)'5(10,42) 

t 1 

2 .Boys* B-2 

28 

111(39.28)' 7(25.00) 

‘ 4(14.29)'6(21.43) 

, ) 

3 1 Girls'G»1 

25 

8 1 

,11(44,00),10(40.00) 

A i 

, 2(8.00) '2( 8.00) 

4 1 Girls'G-2 

t 

27 

8 » 

, 9(33.33)* 7(25.93) 

,1( 3.74) 10(37.00) 

Total 

128 

46(35.93)133(25,77) 

26(20.31) b( 17.96) 


8___ \ ____!---L 


This comprehensive table emerges from four tables 

numbers 1.1, 2.5, 3.8 and $.1 for schools B.l,B.a,Q-l and 
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Interp retatlon 

la In all the four schools 46 out of 128, iae* 
35«93^ students have been given acceptance choices. It 
indicates the lack of acceptance feelings of teachers 
towai^s students. 

'2. In a class of 48 students in boys* school B»i, 
we find 3l«25^ students as accepted and 39.59;^^ students 
as isolated by teachers. But in a class of 28 students in 
boys' school B-g, we find 39.28^ accepted and only 14.^^ 
students as isolated. Taking all other variables of 
teacher-pupil relationship as constant, it is clearly 
inferred from this that in a class of more students^ less 
percentage of them are accepted than they are accepted 
In a class of less number of students. We can say the 
same about the number of isolated students. This suggests 
a smaller size of class to enable the teachers to esta¬ 
blish personal rapport with students. This is ftirther 
substantiated in the case of Girls* school G-1, where 
the maximum of 44^ students are found acceted by teach¬ 
ers. 

3. We get some contradictory findings if we 
consider individual schools for a comparative study 
of Teacher-Pupil Relationship in boys' and girls* schools. 
To, avoid this confusion, we have the following table 
after combining the results of boys' and the results of 

of girls’ schools. 
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TABLE 6«4 SHOmMG HUMBER OF STUDMTS PLACED IN 
DIFEERMT SOGlOME Th IG GATEGOHIB3 BY 
teachers IM BOYS^ AI^D dRLS* SCHOOLS 

r ' —- “ 

Sl«, School* Total i Sociometric Categories 

Nob ! students,--—~—“ 1 —— - — 

I j , Accepteei Rejectee \ Isolate 'Weglectee 

t I f ’ 

t ' ' I > 

1 ’ Boys* 76 *26(34.22)' 16(21.05) , 23(30.26)*ll(14,47) 

® * t I 

2 !Girls^ • 52 *20(33.46)' 17(32.69) | 3(5.77) *12(23,08) 

; * t « * * 

As a "Whole vre find more percentage of students ate 
accepted and rejected in girls* school than in boys* school. 
30,26)^ students In boys' schools have been found in isolate 
categoryj but there are only 5.77^ students in this category 
in girls* schools. This means again that there is more 
personal rapport between teachers and pupils in glrls 
schools than it is found in boys' school. But the pity 
is more (32,69/2) students are found in rejection category 
in girls' school than In boys* (21,05/^) schools. 

4, Neglectee-students \4io get both acceptance and 
rejection ohoices-number 23.09^ and 14.47^ in girls* and 
boys* schools respectively. This shovis that teachers in 
flrls* schools show more disparity in likings and dislikings 
for students than shown by teachers in boys' schools. 

5, Each teacher was allowed to give 9 choices of 
acceptance as well as 9 choices of rejection. It means lO 
men and lO women teachers were supposed to make 90 choices 
in each case. The following table shows the choices made 

by teachers* 
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TABLE 6.5 SBQWlHa MUMBER OF CHOICES MADE BY 
TEAGHEHS on EOGIOMETRIG TEST 


Choices ; Boys* Schools * Girls* Schools 

Made -------- 1 —— 


t 

i 

Total 

%a.se 

Ave., ■ 

» Total 

^age. 

Ave._ 

t 

t 

Acceptance 

90 

100.00 

9,00 

B 

, 90 

10.00 

9.00 

I 

Reje ction 

1 

75 

83,33 

7.50 

I 

81 

1 

1 

90.00 

3.10 


The number of rejection choices given by teachers 

is more in boys’ than in girls’ schools. Women teachers have 

given 90% of rejection choices -with the average 8.10 choices 

for each teacher. Whereas these figures calculated for boys' 

school are 83.33^ and 7.50 respectively. This means women 

teachers cherish rejection inclination towards more number 

of students than men teachers in boys’ schools. 

Gomnarative Study of Teacher-Punil Relationshi p 
on the baf jii- s of ratings o fL^ teach e r s fQr_thej^r 
nor^nriA ^l likings of st udent_s_.ori_five^to^ 

Liking Sc.alt . 

TARLhi R. R ShOWING NUMBr it OF STUDEKTS P LAGED IN 
filFfi 'HlRENT EOGIOMETRIG G ATEGOBIES ...M 
nwmo SCALE ~by~'teaghms 


SI* I .. , 

No.I School 

t 

I 


1 1 Boys' B-1 , 

2 I Boys’ B-2 , 

3 t Girls’G-1 t 

4 I Girls* G-2 , 

5 I B-l & B-2 « 

6 t G~1 & G~2 , 

\ Total I 


Sociometric Categories 


— \ • 
Acceptee , Rejecteei 

-j— , 

18(37.50) f 5(10,41) , 
4(14,28) 5 4(14,28) i 
9(36.00) ’ 4(16.00) ’ 
5(18.52) ’ - ‘ 

22(28.95) 9(11.84) ’ 

14(26.92) . 4(7. 69) t 
36(28.13) 113(10.15) [ 


Isolate 


20(41.68) 

17(60,72) 

9(36.00) 

20(74.03) 

37(48.68) 

29(55.77) 

66(51.56) 


« Reglectee 


5(10.41) 

! 3(10.72) 

, 3(12.00) 
2(7.40) 

; 8(10.53) 
5( 9.62) 

■y 13(10.16) 
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This comprehensive table is the outcome of tables 
number 1*5, 2 * 954*2 and 5.5 for schools B-l, B-2, B-1 and 
0-2 respectively. This categorization is based on ratings 
as stated earlier and indicated below; 


For 3 higher ratings (5 & 4) “ Acceptee 

For 3 lower ratings (2 & 1) “ Bejectee 

For 3 middle ratings (3) ~ Isolate 

For middle, higher & lower ratings ■» Neglectee 

In brief in contrast to similar categories made on 
the basis of choices received by each student from individual 
teachers, these categories represent the number of students 
found in different categories on the basis of the ratings 
from all teachers together. To have a comparative study in 
boys’ and girls' schools, we have the following table frpm 

the above table. 


Table 6,7 


.cMm^/TNG NUMBER OF ST UDMTS PLACED 
IN^UIFFEI^T SOGIOMmXG. QATELO .BIBS 
m LIKING SCALE 


-r 

SI, 'I 

8 

t 


Mo. 


1 

2 


School 

Boys’ 

Gilrs’ 


Total 


' Total ; 
' students 


Sociometric Categores 


jj!i.cceptee tBeject ee ^Isolate Neglecte e 


76 ',23(88.95)19(11.84) |37(43.68)'8(10.53) 

52 114(26.92) ';4(7.69) ,^(55.72) ;5(9 .62) 

j36(28 .13) ;i3(10.15);66751.S6); 13(10.36) 


The Ihteipretetlon for this tile Is Just the reverse 

of interpretation made for table 6.4. 

1. More students i.e. ^.95^ and 11.84^ students are 

accepted and rejected respectively in boys' schools than to 
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glrls^ schools C 26®92^ and 7^69% respectively) ^ This means 

ifjhen we consider individual teachers ^ we find more number of 

students are accepted in ^rls* school but when we consider 

the feelings of all teachers together we find more students 

are accepted in boys* schools than in girls' ^choolS 

2« Similarly, less percentage (43668^) are isolates 
in the eyes of teachers in boys' schools than they (55*72?^) 

are isolates in the eyes of teachers in girls' schools# 

3# More neglectees ( l0,53^) are found in boys' 
schools than in girls' schools where there are 5»92% neglectee 
students* 

4. We find in all only 36C28.13?5) students placed 
in acceptee category, whereas the same teachers have placed 
66(51*66^) students in isolate category. This again reaffirms 
the lack of teacher-pupil relationship in the higher secondary 

classes* 

In this way "the information on five-point liking 
scale complements the infb nnation on Sociometric Test* 

Part Y » Pupil-Teacher Relationship in all 
schools . 

Teachers liked ah-d- di^IikM..^ 
students . 

From tables number 1.9,3*3, 4*6 and 5*9, we find that 
In each of the four schools, only two out of the five teachers 
are accepted hy students. Hecessarlly, it does show that 
both in boys' and girls’ schools more teachers are rejected 

and less are accepted. 
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In school B-i, we have 48 students® They place 
each one of the five teachers in any one of the three socio- 
metric categories. It means they make 48 x 5 = 240 choices 
in different categories® Similarly, in schools B-2, G».i 
and G-2 we have (28 x 5) 140, (25 x 6 ) 123 and (27 x 5) 135 
choices respectively made in different categories by students 
for teachers® 

Table 6,a 


SHOiyiNG NUMBER OF STUDENTS PLACING 
DIF'FEREMT SOCIMe^T^ 
iATEGORIES ON SOCIOMETBIC TEST 


School 


Sociometric Categories 


1 Boys* B«l , 94(39,17) 
1 

2 t Boys' B»2 59(42,14) 

3 « Girls'G-1 ' 59(47,20) 


Reiectee 


86(35.83) 

54(38.57) 

50(40,00) 


Isolate 


60(25,00) 

27(19.29) 

16(12,80) 


Girls'0-2 ' 65(48,15) t 56(41.48) « 14(10.37) 


Total 


277(43.28) t 246(38.44) • 117(18.28) 



1. T/fe find the maximum percentage of acceptance 
choices account for school G—2, But this is again less than 
505^ i.e. oriLy 48.15^, It connotes-F^achers have received 
less acceptance choices and more of combined rejection and 
isolate choices both in boys* and girls' schools, 

2. In girls' schools, more of acceptance as well as 
rejection choices are given than these choices are given in 
boys' schools by students for teachers. It means mdre-girls 
like/dislike ' teachers than boys. This la again in consonan¬ 
ce with the interpretation from tfible 6,4 that more students 
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are accepted and rejected in girls* schools than in boys* 
schools by teachers* 

3, %en we combine all schools we find only 43®^^ 
choices falling in acceptance category* This again subs* 
tantiates the interpretations* 

Five-noint Liking Scale 

i^atings received by teachers from students. 

and 

Ratings received by students from teachers. 

1. The first row for each school shows the ratings 
received by teachers, 

2* The second row for each school shows the ratings 
received by students. 

3* Figures in parenthesis are the percentage values 
of the given number of ratings. 


I I 

^1* « 1 « Liking 

No*, School -—-—p 

I , Higher , 

» . ... » C5&4i ■ 

1 I Boys«B-l 1147(61.25) , 

' , 99(41*25) » 

2 s Boys*B«»2 86(61.43) « 

, ' 37(26.43) * 

3 « Girls*G-l’ 80(64.00) ^ 

> f 48(38*40) j 

4 ! Girls’G»2t 97(71.85) 

I , 39(28.89) * 

t Boys' f233(61*31) 

t ,136(35.79) ' 

' Girls' 177(68.08) ' 

87(33,46) , 

> ... J______ 

Total ;410(64.06) < 

*223( 34.84) , 

■ _ —Tir.. |■llll|l INI —fin ‘ —' 


Scale 


Middle 
(3)_ 

43(17.92) 

110(45*84) 

24(17.14) 

79(56.43) 

23(18*40) 

46(36*80) 

27(20,00) 

89(65.92) 

67(17,63) 

189(49.74) 

50(19.23) 

135(51,92) 


117(18.28) 

324(50.63) 


Values 


, lower 

—iMlL- 

I 50(20*83) 

’ 31(12*91) 

« 30(21*43) 

, 24(17,14) 
22(17.60) 

; 31(24.80) 

, 11(8,15) 

; 7(5*19) 

t 80(21.06) 

, 55(14,47) 

t 33(12,69) 

' 38(14.62) 

j_—— 

t113(17.66) 
I 93(14.53) 


' Total 

I 

I 

I 

' 240 



' 125 
. lOOS^ 
e 135 
, 100^ 

1 380 
f 100 

' 260 
' 100^ 


* 640 
1 100 ^ 
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Interpretation 

..»IIIJIH llll■||IHI^|||l| .. 

1® In this study of interpersonal relationships, 
ratings on five-point Liking Scales, received hy teachers are 
evidently the ratings given by students to teachers and vice- 
versa® 

2. In all the schools, ratings received by teachers 
in higher scale values are more than 60^ of the total number 
of ratings» It means students have shorn nearly 2/3 of the 
ratings in higher scale values for their teachers* But stu¬ 
dents do not get more than 41^ ratjjigs from their teachers 
in these scale values* Interestingly, it is found that stu¬ 
dents have placed majximura. 71,§5^ of ratings in higher scale 
values for their teachers in school 0-3. But approximately, 
barring the school B-2, it is in this school T^ere the teachers 
have received the lowest number of ratings (23,89?5), Obvious¬ 
ly, the ratings in these higher scale values stand for likings 
of raters for the ratees. In this way, surprisingly, it can 
be interpreted that the number of students ^/hp like the 
teachers, is more than the number of students who are liked 
by their teactiers. 

Students depict their appreciable amount of liking 
for their teachers but with a poor response from them. This 
re-emphasises the fact, that interpersonal relationship among 
teachers and pupils solely depend upon the teachers who by 
virtue of their seniority and status - authority In all res¬ 
pects i.e, age, education, status etc. are placed at the 
helm of affairs. 




2 o In all I teachers have placed 61992 ^ ratings in 
middle scale values of the rating sealei ■isjhereas this figure 
comes doiai to only 19®23 for students® It can be inferred 
from this that many teachers are indifferent towards students 
but students have both their likings and dlslifcings for 
teachers® 

3® In both the boys* schools C B»1 and B-2) and 
separately combined together, students place more percentage of 
ratings i.e, 21*06^ in lower scale values than these are placed 
by teachers i.e® X4®47^ only® But this is reversed when we 
consider girls* schools. Teachers place more ratings i.e® 

14.62^ and students place 12.69^ ratings in these scale values® 

4® More ( 21.06^) boys than girls (12,69^) dislike 
their teachers. 

5® In all the schools combined together, we find 
64.06^ ratings of higher soale values given to teachers hy 
students «hile they receive only 34.84^ ratings in these higher 
soale values from them. This does Indlc ate f students have more 
Lcdptance or lining Inollnatlon towards teachers than do 

they enjoy from them. 


SUMMARY 0?* THB FINDIIUjS 

We make a brief summary of the findings of this 
Chapter in the following two parts 5 

Part X - Teacher-Pupil Relationships. 

Part Y - Pupil-Teacher Relationships® 




340 


Part X - Teaeher-Pmiil Relationships 


Ci) In all the four schools it is found that only a 

small numbers (35*93/a) of students get acceptance 
from their teachers. 

(ii) In all the schools, there are quite a large number 
of students (25,775^) are rejected by teachers. 

(iii) There are also 20.31^ students (isolate) towards 
whom teachers have shown Indifferent feelings® 

All these points support the retention of our hypothesis 
that there is a lack of Teacher-»Pupil Relationship in higher 


secondary classes. 

However, we find women teachers have accepted 38,46/» 
students and rejected 32.69$^ T^^ereas this percentage of accept¬ 
ance and rejection for men teachers is found to be 34.22/ and 
21.05/ respectively. ¥e can infer more students are accepted 
and rejected by women teachers than men teachers* 


Part Y - Pup 11-Teacher R e latldnshlps 


(1) In ell the schools, we find that only 2 out of 5 
teachers are accepted by students® 


(11) In schools B“2 and G-l, 


we have found 2 teachers 
in each one of them are rejected, vAiereas in 
^hooX B-i and G-2, the number of rejected 
teachers. Is 1 and 3 respectivelyo 


Thnq out of 20 teachers S are accepted and 8 
^ ^ ^ Se rejected. Four teachers are found have 
been accepted by some students and rejected y 

others. 


These findings are In consonance uith the results 
of the Pilot Study discussed in CSiapter IT. M-l these points 
suggest that only a small number of teachers are accepted by 
students. However, girls haye rejected more (6) teachers 









CHAPTER VII 


OaAHAGTEKLSTIGS OF TEACHERS AND PUPILS 

In the preceding chap ter j we have analysed ^lich 
students are liked or disliked by their teachers# Similarly, 
it was also found which teachers are liked or disliked by 
the students# In this chapter, we will study the relation¬ 
ship between the likings and dislikings of teachers and 
pupils for each other and their ratings on the characteristics 
of each other. 

Hypo the sis 

The characteristics of teachers as liked by their 
students and the characteristics of students as 
liked by their teachers in boys* and girls* higher 
secondary classes differ from each other . 

An attempt will also be made to study the following 

issues! 

(i) Relationship between the likings of teachers 
for students and their ratings on the charac¬ 
teristics of students, 

(li) Relationship between the likings of students 
for teachers and their ratings on the charac¬ 
teristics of teachers. 

In chapter V titled *'An Exploratory Study of 
Characteristics of Teachers and Pupils", we have found 
that there does not exist any substantial difference bet¬ 
ween the characteristics of teachers and pupils liked by 





certain characteristics. On this very finding, we had 
const meted two Eating Scales of Characteristics (Appendices 
13 & 14) and found out the reliability of ratings of teachers 
and students on them® 


Both these Hating Scales were administered simul¬ 
taneously both on teachers and pupils. They were duly ex¬ 
plained with examples about ratings® To the students, the 
characteristics for which they were to rate their teachers, 
were made very clear® Teachers hardly sought any clarifi¬ 
cation, Thpy responded comfortably as they were contacted 
during the half yearly examinations, vrfxen they were com¬ 
paratively more relaxed. 

We divide this chapter into the following three 

sectionsi 

Section 1 - Factor analysis of Eatings on charac¬ 
teristics® 


Section II - Students* likings and dlsllklngs for 
teachers* and the characteristics of 
teachers as perceived by them® 

Section III- Teachers’ likings and dis^-klngs for 
students and the characteristics of 
students as perceived by them® 



Before the investigator went into the analysis of 
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ratings of teachers and pupils on each others® characteristics, 
these ratings were subjected to factor analysis for the follow¬ 
ing convincing arguments put forward by GronbaC'^1960 pp 262)® 

1* It provides precise methods for handling large 
number of variables and for reducing them to a much smaller 
number of scores with little loss of info mat ion^ Thus factor 
analysis is a highly important statistical method* 

2a Secondly, factor analysis has cut through a 
large amount of non-essential interpretation ^ich result 
from assuming that eveyy test with a different name measures 
a different ability* 

. 3® Thirdly, factor analysis helps to describe i^diat 

a test measures® 

The factor analysis of the ratings was done on the 
lines suggested by Fruchter (1967 pp 72-83)« Following 
Combos principle, four factors in the case of School B-2 
and three factors in the case of School B-l, were computed® 
Guilford (1954, pp 532) also suggested that the number of 
tests should be at least three times the number of factors 
to be extracted from the correlation matrix* However, as 
is evident, maximum of communal it ies are found in first 
factor 1 in both the cases and for the sale© of purposeful 
analysis three factors were retained in each case. 

Again we find quite clear picture of bi-polar 
factor in the second factor loadings. This depicts a clear 
picture of the characteristics included in the Rating Scale, 
so there is no need to rotate these factor loadings so as to 
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arrive at a simple stmeture, because as it isj it is a simple 
structure depicted by unrotated factor loadings® 

Interpretation of Factors 


Cattell (1967, pp 36) states thats 

Factor is essentially a pattern of influences 
among variables® “lypically? such a loading 
pattern shows that some variables are strongly 
affected by the factor, positively or negatively 
and others are not”® 

For Interpret at ion, Gat tele, (19 57, pp 37) remarks? 

" Interpretation depends here, as it does elsevdier® 
in science, on noting the things that are highly 
associated ( positively or negatively) with the 
factor and contrasting with than the things that 
are not associated”. 

We divide this Section I, into the following two 


parts* 


Part A « Factor analysis of ratings of students on 
the characteristics of teachers. 

Part B « Factor analysis of ratings of teachers on 
the characteristics of students* 

Part A - Factor analysis of ratings of students on 
the characteristics of teachers® 


We have included 10 characteristics of teachers 
in the Rating Scale ( Appendix 13 ) In \4iich the students 
rated their teachers® Each characteristic; was rated on 
a five-point scale. We have summed up the scores received 
by all teachers on each characteristic with hypothetical 
weights of 5,4»3,2 & 1 given to the five categories of the 




346 


ratings in the descending order. The sample of the study 
includes 4 schools. Students of these schools have rated 
5 of their teachers teaching them various subjects. We had 
calculated coefficients of correlation C Pearson “r" by- 
pro duct -moment method) folio-wing Difference Formula workable 
on the calculating machine. For each one of the four schools? 
we had calculated 45 coefficient-sof correlation between the 
total scores on 10 characteristics of teachers* For four 
schools a total of 180 coefficients of correlation were cal» 
culated* In the following pages? the matrices of these 
correlation have been given* 

Part Ap- 1 » Factor analysis of ratings of stuto^s 
on the characteristics of teachers In 
School 

MATRIX OF aOEFFICIENT-SOF CORRELATION. BETl/jEEM 
'- RA , TINGS OF STPIMTS^OR IlIB 

Qf TEACHERS IK 


I 

Character-; 
istics. \ ^ 


3 4 5 



8 


9 


10 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 
10 


*956 

*875 *961 
*986 *900 

.834 *955 
*978 *901 

*968 *980 

.889 *980 

1,923 *983 
,*938 *837 


,827 


,934 

,738 

,845 

,992 . 647 

,964 

,945 ,891 

,995 

,848 .934 

, 946 

,881 .954 

*991 

,845 .967 


,972 

,786 

.867 

,852 


*973 

*975 

*970 


,984 

,991 *992 


From this matrix, we arrive at the following matrix*. 












9.260 .601 .1?6 10.037 

92.2S?g 5.98JS 1.7S^ 


Interpretation of Factors . 

On. factor 1, we find high loadings for each one of 
the 10 characteristics of teachers rated by students. This 
depicts a general impression of students about their teachers. 
This shows that halo-effect has prevailed upon the ratings of 
students. 

On factor 2, we find negative as well as positive load¬ 


ings. This illustrates the bi-polar nature of characteristics 
Included in the rating scale. The following table maices the 
point clears _ 



Positive Loadings 

, Negative Loadings 


SI .NO. 

1 Characteristics Loadings 

’,31.No. Characteristics 

Loadings 

3 

5 

8 

9 

10 

Impartiality 

Good personality 
Punishment 

Lenient 

Telling good 
things. 

♦ 178 

• 338 
.212 
.113 
.248 

1 1 Method of teaching 

1 2 Loving behaviour 

4 Understanding 

1 6 Taking of period 
t 7 Use of time in the 

1 class 

.i - -- 

-.821 

-•057 

-.326 

-.413 

-.078 
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From this table, vie can sg^ that these tifro sets 
Qf characteristics have been veiy rationally differentiated 
by the students* Hhe characteristics bearing positive 
loadings on this factor may well be said relating to the 
general behaviour of the teadher as assessed by the stu™ 
dents* On the other hand characteristics bearing negative 
loadings on this factor may well be said to pertain to day® 
to«-day teaching of teachers in the class* 

■Almost the same picture is depicted by the factor 
No* 3* Here again we find a bi»polar structure of factor 
loadings* The following table makes the picture clears 



Negative loadings 

n —* 

9 

Positive loadings 

SI 

No 

Characteristics 

Loadings 

«S1 Characteristics 
iNo 

Loadings 

1 

Method of teaching 

-.054 

2 

Loving behaviour 

,283 

3 

Impartiality 

-.033 

'5 

Good personality 

*155 

4 

Understanding 

-.053 

«8 

Punishment 

*037 

6 

Taking of periods 

-,213 

9 

Leniency 

*076 

7 

Use of time in the 


B 




class 

-.027 

1 



10 

Telling of good 


1 




Iftilngs. 

-.300 

1 




Very small loadings speak of a meagre or Ignorable 
Importance, However, the loading of ®*213 and -*300 on the 
eharacterlsties of S.No* 6 sffid lO, infers a substantial 
commonness in these two characteristics. Similarly, positive 
loading of *288 and *155 on the characteristics of S.No, 2 
and 5 speak of some commonness in these two characteristics. 
With these inferences, we can have a moderate change in the 
bi-polar structure of the characteristics as revealed in 






1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
1 
8 
9 

10 


.971 

.927 

.970 

,883 

.907 

.9X2 

.910 

,962 

.975 


.949 




.981 

,974 



.963 

,960 

,909 

,633 

,788 

,634 

.799 

.849 

.727 

,804 

.762 

.976 

,979 

,974 

,951 

,978 

.980 

.991 

,952 

,951 

.956 

,983 

,866 


,659 

.609 


750 

.767 ^821 .977 _ 

866 .838 .800 .922 *957 


From this matrix, we 


arrive at the following matrix: 

































jretation o 


It is quite evident here as in Matrix No, B"-l that 
on factor No. 1, halo-effect predominates on the ratings of 
students. Similarly, factor No. 2 as on previous matrix 
depicts a clear picture of bl-polar patterns of loadings on 
the characteristics. 


Positive Loadings 


SI Characteristics Loadings 


Loving behaviour 

Impartiality 

How much student 

understands 

Good personality 

Punishment 

Lenient 


1 SI 


,060 I 1 

«245 , 6 

I 7 

• 058 4 

.280 10 

• 276 { 

• 106 » 


Negative Loadings 
Characteristics Loadings 

Method of teaching -.246 
Taking of periods -.31® 
Use of tdjne In the 
class "-.179 

Telling of good 
things -.072 
















This represents alsrost the same picture of tvra cate-* 
go Ties arrived at in Matrix in their final forms* In 
this matrix on factor No» 3 there is nothing special ^ieh 
Can be Inteipreted® It sho-ws that students have tahen an 
overall picture of the teachers as depicted by factor Mo® 2 
whereas characteristies No® 2 and 4 bear a small positive 
loadings simply enabling them to fall in the category of 
3,5|8|9® But the distinction lies in the fact that charac® 
terlstic No® 4 has been linked with the behaviour of teachers 
•vrfiereas in the School B»i, it has been linked with method 
of teaching. Both these can be well imderstood® Charac¬ 
teristic No. 4 Illustrates ’’How much do you understand vftiat 
the teacher teaches you in the class?'* We can say students 
in school No. i, understand according to the loving or 
non-loving behaviour of teachers towards them and in school 
No» 2, students understand according to the method of teach¬ 
ing of the teacher as to vdiat extent they find it interesting 
or dull. !Bie same difficulty arises here as faced by 
Cattell (1946) in his distinction of source traits and 
surface traits. Surface traits are the by-products of 
interactions of source traits. At the most we can say 
that both the characteristics of method of teaching and 
behaviour of teachers towards students contributes well 
towards the understanding by students what they teach in 
the class. Howeverj for the sake of slmilaiitiy in further 
analysis of the characteristics we maintain our two categorie 
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as arrived at the analysis of first Matrix 



from this Matrix, ye arrive at the following Matrix. 
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GMTROID factor MATRIX FOR THE RATINGS OF 
STUDENTS ON THE QHARAGTE RI flTIGS QF TEACHERS 
XI__aiELS» SCHOOL G,1. 


CharaC" 
teristle 

i 1 

1 

gj Factor Loadings , 

No. of 
Reflee 

1 

iFactor 

" j 

1 

Variance ® 

i 



f 1 

2 

3 I 

tlons 

« 1 

2 

3 ? 


1 

• ,424 

,887 


X 

.130 

.78? 

,016® 

,983 

2 

® ,869 

,274 

,238 

X 

,755 

,076 

.05?' 

,887 

3 

1 a 196 

“ , 215 

,630' 

2 

t ,0M 

,046 

,397, 

,481 ■ 

4 

,619 

,693 

,461' 

X 

, ,383 

,351 

,213 

,947 

5 

' ,737 

,309 


1 

1 a 543 

,095 

,144' 

,782 

6 

«».«34a -,747 

4 

1 

,119 

,568 

,136' 

,813 

7 

« ,264 

.,827 

mmm 

1 

* ,070 

.683 

,146* 

,898 

a 

1 ,237 

.,634 

.542' 

1 

’ ,056 

,401 

,293j 

,750 

9 

* ,§52 

.,823 

,052* 

I 

! ,360 

,677 


1.030 

10 

; ,824 

..223 

,53St 

i 

1 

« ,679 

t 

,050 

,^6i 

f 

1,015 






3.173 

3,723 

1,690 

8,586 






36,96^ 

43.355^ 19.68^ 


Just like In Factor Matrix B-l and B-2 we do not 
find variance clustered in the first factor only. We found 
92*255^ and 93.39^ factor variance in the factor matrix B-1 
and B-2 respectively. But here we find it spi^eadover to all 
the three factors as 36,96^, 43.35^ and 19,^^ of factor 
variance. We can say^ this pattern of loadings does not 
present a simple structure. Here the need to rotate these 

loadings is felt, 

” Thurston© wishes to rotate until there are no 
negative loadings and enough zero loadings to make the position 
uniquely defined" Thomson (1956 pp 153) continues to comment, 
"For this last purpose, he finds, empirically, that it is 





















factor matrix after the rotation of the factor loadings® 


FACTOR MATRIX AFTER ROTATION FOR THh RATINGS OF 
STUDEMTS OM THE GHARACTm gTIGS OP TEACHERS IM 

61BI.S' Mooi. oVi . 


Character-- J 
isties 


Factor Loadings 
12 3 


Factor Va3ilance 
12 3 


1 ^ «408 

2 «534 

3 »-«097 

4 I «130 

5 *705 

6 t<»,240 

7 , ,637 

8 1 OK 

% 

9 « *706 

1© I . 504 

.>_ 


-•700 —^8 
.024 .134 

.267 - .450 
-.359 -.223 

-.052 .615 

.594 «®365 
.868 .580 

.674 -.277 
.971 .343 

.478 -.072 


I 


t 

.161 

.490 

» 





.071 

t 

.017 


t 

.497 

.003 

1 

.057 

.352 

t 

.406 

.753 

f 

.015 

.464 

A 

,498 

.943 

i 

.254 

,22s 


f 


I 

f Communa 
' ties 

I 


,334 

? 

1 

.986 

.018 


« 304 

,202 

e 

.282 

.049 

I 

.195 

.378 


.878 

.133 

1 

.542 

.336 

1 

1.495 

.077 

t 

.546 

.117 




1 

a 

t 

.487 


2,199 3.424 1.649 7.273 

30,24^ 47.09^ 22.67^ 


INTERMEDIATORY YAMTES OF FACTORS 

.225 4. .392 5, .596 


1. ,112 2. .732 3. 
6. -.083 7. .619 8. 


.430 


9. 


828 10* .362 
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Interpretation of Factors 

Gharaeterlstie Nos® S & 9 with factor loadings of 
®?05 and 706 show a high degree of conHnoimess in these two 
eharaeteristics namely personality and leniency® However, 
characteristic Nos® 2,7, 10 with factor loadings of «,S34 
and 0637 , e504 cannot be overlooked to depict a substantial 
commonness in these two characteristics namely good behaviour 
and use of time in the class. However, in factor 2, the 
commonness in the characteristic Nos» 7 & 9 is further 
substantiated. 

On factor No. 3, we find a clear-cut bi-polar picture 
of the characteristics on the basis of positive and negative 
loadings. The following table makes the picture clear. 



Positive Loadings 


Negative Loadings 


SI. 

Characteristics 

Loading 

SI. 

Characteristics 

Loading 

No. 



No. 



2 

Loving behaviour 

.134 

1 

Method of teaching 

-.578 

S 

Good personality 

,615 

3 

Impartiality 

“»,450 

7 

Use of time in the 

4 

How much student 



class 

,580 


understands 

«,223 

Q 

Len1t 

,343 

6 

Taking of periods 

«..365 




1 3 

1 

Punishment 

-.277 


Characteristic No, 10 bears a factor loading of 
-OT2, not a quantity for neaningful interpretation. Howeyer, 
on the baais of factor Ho. 1 we can Jnstl'jfably include It 
in the list of characteristics No . 2,5,7 & 9. Hence in the 
final font we hiore the following two categories; 











From this Matrix, we arrive at the following 


MatrlK^ 
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S.M^QlD_g AQTOR matrix for the MINGS OF 

|S2MSS.^LjaE.fimACTSHI3TlCS OF TEACHERS 
IjL.GlRLS*SGHQOTrq^ -=8*4=®*™,^ 


.. . .. '*'"' . . — 

loadings J 
I 1 2 3 ; 

*977 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

3 

9 

10 


± 

I 

»■ 


No. of 
1 Reflec- 

4* 4 /Nv» 


IFactor Variance 


^ Communal" 
« tle$ 

1 


*854 

U860 

,*627 

,*538 

5*892 


272 

1 

-8 246 { 

1 

t ,964 

,074 

,060 

423 

-,087 ' 

1 

t ,772 

,179 

,008 

3B2 

,510 « 
-,365 ! 

X 

,.400 
,,729 
, ,739 

,146 

,260 

311 

1 

,097 

,133 

810 

—«320 ® 

1 

,044 

*102 

735 

*432 ! 
.214 ^ 

2 

,278 

‘,289 

,616 

,186 

736 

1 

,571 

,046 

509 

,081 5 

X 

',796 

1,579 

,2S9 

,CX)6 

§32 

.179 8 

X 


,032 

168 

-.358 1 

1 

*.878 

,023 

,1® 


I 


1*088 

’ *959 

, *806 
, ,959 

I ,835 
1,080 
,906 


I 1,061 

. *894 

» 1,034 
! 

t 


6.414 2,297 *961 9,672 

66 . 32 ^ 23 , 74 ?^ 9 , 935 ^ 


Interpretation of Factors 


Factor 1 with 66,32^ factor variance with all high 
loadings shows the prevalence of halo-effect on the ratings of 
students for their teachers. 

Factor 2, giveiR a clear-cut bi-polar picture of the 
characteristics on the basis of positive and negative values of 
loadings on them. The following table maTces the things cleart 



Positive Loadings 

1 

1 

Negative Loadings 

Si 

No 

• Characteristics 

1 

Loadings.* SI. 

1 No. 

Characteristics .Loadings 

2 

Loving Behaviour 

,423 

I 1 

Method of teaching <,,272 

3 

Impartiality 

.382 

, 4 

How minch sts,under- 




1 

stand -.311 

5 

Good personality 

,210 

. 6 

Taking of periods -,73S 

8 

Punishment 

,609 

I 7 

Use of time -.756 

9 

Lenient 

,532 

1 


10 

Telling of good 


1 




.168 

1 
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Factor 3 depicts nearly the same picture but shows 
characteristic No® 10 falliiig in line with characteristic 
Noel and 4 ® However^ it again finds sufficient coomoimess 
with characteristic No® 5, too® It seems quite logical 
•^telling of good things’* in the class C Characteristic 
No® 10) does speak of the personality of teacher ( Character¬ 
istic No® 5)» But as we have taken up this characteristic 
with method of teaching etc® in the interpretation of Factor 
Matrix B-l and B»2, we can include liti in this vexy category® 
We come to conclude the following two categories* 



Category 1 

1 

Category 2 

SleNo 

I* Characteristics 

1 Sic 

No® Characteristics 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Good personality 

Imp arti ality 

Loving behaviour 
Punishment 

Leniency 

8 

, 1 

, 2 

: 1 
; 5 
> 

Method of teaching 
Understanding of the stu¬ 
dents 

Taking of periods 

Use of time in the class 
Telling of good things 


These two categories are quite in agreement with 
those found from the Factor Matrix B-l and B-2® 


Conclusion 

We may conclude that the results of the analysis of 
of factor matnoes B-i, B-2 and G-2 are siiallar. But the 
categories found in Factor Matrix 0-1 bear only 3 charaoter- 
istles common to the oharaoterlstios found In the rest of -fu. 
three matrices. Hoveyer, If ve go deeply Into the nature 
of eharaoterlstles, «e may say. The categories given by 
three matrices are more convlnolng than the tuo categories 
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arrived at in FaetoJc Matrix 9-1* However this does not 
indicate that the perception of girls® is different from 
the perception of boys for the characteristics of teachers® 

arrive at the conclusion that students assess 
the teachers both vsys on the basis of their eharaeteris» 
ticss 

(1) Characteristics relating to classroom teaching 
work' such as method of teaching, taking of 
periods, use of time in the classes how 
much the students are able to understand being 
taught by the teacher. 

Cii) Characteristics relating to their behaviour 
with students such as in^artiality, ’ 

general treatment and an impression of their 
personality^ 

Part B « Factor analysis of ra tings of teachers 
on the characteristics of students» 


The students who have rated their teachers as ex¬ 
plained above, were also rated by their teachers on the 
Rating Seale comprising 10 etiaraoterlstios. Here too we have 
summed up the total score on eaeh charaoterlstle received 
by students from their teachers on the basis of hypothetical 
weights of 5,4,3,2 and 1 to the ratings of teachers. In 
this ease too, 46 eoefflolents of correlation were found 
(by Difference R-imula) between the scores of all oharaeter- 
istlos. In all, for four schools a total of ISO (rJ oo- 
efflclentsof correlation were calculated. Following is the 
list of eharaetenstlcs induded In the Eating Scale. 

1 Inanstrums 2. Obedlenfs. Sood behaviour 4. Baspeetful 

s! tateresttd in studies 6. msolplined 7. Kegular 8. Heat and 
dean 9. Good habits lO. iiotiv©. 
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Interpretation of Faetor 


The high values of loadings on all eharaeterlsties 
on factor 1, does not stand for anything else but a general 
view of students taken by teachers while rating on the Bating 
Scale® This indicates that the halO”Gffect has worked well 
on the ratings giving us a factor variance of 86»78^ in the 
first factor* 


From third factor, we have the following bi-polar 
structures 


Category 1 


SI,No® Characteristics 


t .. 

J Category 2 

T-- 


LoadinEaSl.Ho, Characteristics 


Loadings 


2 Obedient .132 

3 Good behaviour .246 

4 Respectful .181 

6 Disciplined •ISI 

8 Neat and cldan .^5 


• 1 Industriousness 
7 Regular 
I10 Active 
, 5 Interested in 
studies 

j 9 Good habits 

_ - - 


-.,334 

-.241 

-.346 

.078 

.092 


Part B-2 - Factor analysis of ratin gs of teachei^ 
on the characteristics of students to 

school B-2. 


matrix of noEF FiGiENT OF 

ft'^TTgGfl OF TEACHERS O N THE ^HA^TERISTICljiF 

>r5!r.lT:.«JSrt TKt "eWnOT. TJ -O 


STOATS IN SCHOOL 


Character-J 
istics 1 1 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 


1*789 

u796 .943 


3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

•905 





.788 

.739 




.901 

.905 

.846 



.855 

.103 

.882 

.326 


.356 

.261 


.193 


.888 

•934 

.849 

,916 

.865 

.155 

.326 

.174 


.316 















Here we find as usual on factor 1, halo-effect seems 
quite evident as all the characteristics bear quite high 
values of loadings. 

Factor 3| depicts the bi-polar picture of these load¬ 
ings on ttie characteristics. 


Positive Loadings 


Negative Loadings 


SI,No. Oharaeterlstics Loadings SI.Mo. Oharacteristics Loadings 


1 How does the student *170 * 2 Obedient <•,214 

worlc • ® V ^ 

5 Interested in studies ,254 i 3 Good behaviour -,247 

7 Regular *593 ' 4 Respectful -,538 

i 8 Neat and clean -,215 
I10 Active -,166 

s 
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Characteristic Ncs 6 bears “®070 and 9 bears «067 values 
of loadings. So they have not been included on either side at this 
stage® 

When we look into the size of the loadings of various 
characteristics on factor 2, the above formed categories remain 
intact and characteristics Wo. 6 bearing .265 and Wo. 9 bearing 
.161 values of loadings is placed in positive loading side of 
the characteristics. In the final form, we come to conclude that 
there are following two categories: 



1. Obedient 

2. Good behaviour 
3® Kespectful 

4® Neat and clean 
5, Active 


Industriousness 
Interested in studies 
Regular 
Disciplined 
Good hhbits 


Part B-3 » Factor analysis of ratings of teachers 

on thechf^racteristics of stud ents_ln. 


MATRIX OF GOEFFICIEMT OF CORRELATIONS 


OOL G 




m 


Characteris¬ 
tics > 


®836 

,856 . 813 


,805 ®801 .949 

.805 .647 .805 .863 


, .729 .750 .907 ,900 . 764 

930 .810 .855 .826 .934 *767 

{ *765 486 .788 .802 . 680 .786 .630 

*^5 925 .9^ *>883 .937 .897 .807 

I !758 ‘.lil lli .798 .760 .755 .763 .839 .898 


From the above Matrix, we arrive at the following 


Matrixs 
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S M^QIB-£aqtor matrix for the Ratings of teachers 
O jLlHE_gHABACTERISTICS OF STUDENTS IN GIRLS* ^HOQL 

Sal, 


Character-j„ ^ 
isties. pactor Loadings 

_ I. -I. - 2 3 


, 1 ^ 0 , of 

jHeflec- 

ttion 


I 


‘Factor Variance 
I L 2 _ 3 


9 

9 Cosmiimal’o 
9 ties# 

j 


4 J®911 «266 

2 @818 ,2^ 

3 \963 ».@046 

4 J®9S2 -@088 

5 @896 @130 

6 [@9® -@210 

7 ,@920 @364 

e ;@830 -@376 

9 i.979 -«064 

10 @879 -«831 


.122 ’ 

X 

«.830 

-.313 ; 

1 

,@670 

-.107 ; 

1 

@927 

-.146 

1 

«®906 

,132 1 

X 

,@803 

—@242 t 

1 

,@324 

.120 , 

X 

@846 

@287 

2 

'@689 

-•049 ! 

1 

u958 

@247 f 

2 

',772 

8 


s 


@071 

@015 ' 

@916 

@057 

@098 ' 

@825 

@002 

@011 , 

@940 

@007 

,021 , 

@934 

@017 

@017 

,837 

@044 

@058 t 

@926 

@132 

@014 , 

@992 

@141 

@082 ; 

@912 

@004 


@964 

@053 

.060 « 

®88S 


» 

1 . 


8@226 @523 @378 . 9,131 

90 „ 08 ^ 5 @ 79 ^ 4 . 13 ^ 


Interpretation of Factors 


The first factor clearly depicts the halo-effect, having 
worked very well on the ratings of teachers for the characteristics 


of their students® 

If we Jiiifnp directly to factor No. 3, we have a clear 
picture of the bi-polar nature of characteristics perceived 


by teachers® 


Positive Loadings ; Negative Loadings 


SI,No® Characteristics 

1 How does the stu¬ 
dent work? 

% Interested in 
studies 

7 Regular 

8 Neat gad clean 
10 Active 


Loadings!SI.No. Characteristics 

““ t 

t 2 Obedient 

.182 , - 

, 3 Good behaviour 

.132 

.120 • 4 Respectful 

,287 ’ 6 Disciplined 

@247 * 9 Good habits 


Loadings 

-.313 

-@107 

-@146 

-.242 

-,049 



















From the above Matrix, ve arrive at the following 


matrixS 

























« i • I 

sFactor Loadings of iFactor Variance « Coonntinal- 

, , „ , , ties. 

4 1 2 3 Ition • a 2 3 i 



6.007 1.156 .991 8.154 

73.67^ 14.18^ 12.19^ 


Interpretation of Factors 

First factor clearly speaks of halo-effect on the 
ratings of teachers for the characteristics of students. 

Second factor gives us the bi-polar picture of the 
characteristics as given below on the basis of positive and 
negative loadings of the characteristics* 


Positive Loadings 


Negative Loadings 


SI,Ho. Characteristics Loadings*SI.No. Characteristics Loadings 


How does the stu¬ 
dent work? 
Obedient 
Respectful 

Regular 
Dlsftlnlined 


• 3 Good behaviour -.447 

.626 , $ Interested in studies-,135 

.320 , g Neat & clean -•.359 

'.10 Active -.483 

9 
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'iftj.lrd factor also gives the bi'^-polar structure of 
the eharaeteristies on the basis of positive and negative 
loadings® 



1 

Positive loadings s 


Negative Loadings 


SI a Wo 

* Characteristics 

Loadings | 

Sl.Woe Characteristics 

Loadings 

2 

Obedient 

*356 ‘ 

1 

Indu st rlou sne s s 

-,627 

3 

Good behaviour 

*406 

1 

5 

Interested in 
studies 

»*136 

4 

Respectful 

*189 ! 

6 

Disciplined 

-*125 

7 

Regular 

,337 t 

I 

t 

1 

8 

9 

10 

Neat a clean 

Good habits 

Active 

-.217 
-*163 
—* 223 


In the first pattern, characteristic Nos. 6 and 7 
have found the loadings of ©108 and .122 "which shows pattern 
characteristic No. 6 bears the least value of negative group. 
This characteristic might have found sufficient commonness in 
this category hut on the basis of second factor we can take it 
toother side and arrive at the following categories. 



Category 1 

« 

X. 


Category 2 

Si ©Wo * 

Characteristics 

\ 

I 

Sl.No 

1 , Characteristics 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

Obedient 

Good behaviour 
Respectful 

Re gul ar 

Disciplined 

t 

« 

1 

» 

1 

1 

2 

S 

4 

5 

Industriousness 

Interested in studies 

Neat and clean 

Good habits 

Active 


QQHCmSJOM 

1. Factor analysis does not indicate any difference 
In the perception of oharaoteristlcs of students by men and 

women teachers* 
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Teachers have perceived the characteristics of 
students from the two angles as follows# 

(i) Characteristics relating to their studies 
such as their interest in studies^ how do 
they work at studies, and are found regular, 

(ii)- Characteristics relating to behaviour such as 
how far they are respectful, obedient and dis-^ 
clplined or possess good habits® 

Tn -Huk next section of this chapter, vie will examine 
what categories of characteristics are more related to the 
likings of teachers and students for each other. 


SECTION II 

t 



CEIVED BfSfjpggT 


> 


In the following analysis an attempt is made to answer 
the following two questionss 

Q, No® 1 - I'3 there any relationship between the 

likings and dislikings of students for 
teachers and teachers* characteristics 
as perceived by students? 

Q® No® 2 - Nhat category of characteristics (cate¬ 
gories arrived at-in factor analysis 
from the ratings of students), is more 
related to the likings and dislikings of 
studats for teachers? 

The two questions will be answered on the basis of 

ttsA 

ratings of istudents and their responses on ^check-lists (App, 14)®, 
and ( App* 16) respectively® 
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This section Is divided into two partss 

Part G » Analysis of the ratings of students on 
Rating Scale ( Appendix 13)» 

Part D » Analysis of responses of students on 
ch 0 clc»list ( Appendix 16 ). 



Tr„ SI. 
No. 

Score on 
Liking 

Sc ale 

Rank 

Score on 
Characteris¬ 
tics, 

Rank 

1 

235 

1 

2291 

1 

2 

111 

5 

1146 

5 

3 

187 

3 

1894 

3 

4 

136 

4 

1577 

4 

5 

215 

2 

2116 

2 


rho (f) = 1 


School B~2, 


1 72 5 

2 116 2 

3 127 1 

4 115 3 

5 78 4 


School G"l » 

1 108 1 

2 96 3 

3 91 4 

4 81 S 

5 97 2 


646 S 

1196 2 

1276 1 

1118 3 

769 4 

rho (€) = 1 


1046 1 

95? 3 

927 5 

952 4 

959 2 

rho (f ) = *90 


OOTX't/d-e • A 
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Tr® Sl» Soore on 

No® Liking 

Scale 


Rank Score on Hank 

Charaoteris 
ties 


1 

112 

3 

1093 

3 

2 

89 

5 

943 

5 

3 

116 

1 

1221 

1 

4 

113 

2 

1180 

2 

5 

103 

4 

1019 

4 


rtio ( ^ = 1 


We find that there is a perfect relationship bet¬ 
ween the likings of students for teachers and teachers' 
characteristics as perceived by students. 

Similarly, we have calculated for each teacher the 
coefficient of correlations between the score he received 
on five-point Liking Scale and the total score on the Rating 
Scale of Characteristics, 

table showing coefficient of CQRRMd ^llQW.(-r) 

HMEirmTRATlHGS^ S TUD ENTS FOR .TEjg Hm 

ON F1VE-P0~TWT LIKING SCALE AND RATlNG- gCj^^^ 

CHlRACTEm ST id S 


School \ Baters. 

Ho. I Tt. si. Hoa«---- 



j 

1 

» 1 

F 3- - 

4 — 

B w X. 

’ 48 

' .726 

.569 .404 

.994 

B»2 

t 

, 23 

i ,577 

.420>«« .085** 

,393* 

G„1 

1 25 

1 

t ,696 

.805 .831 

,902 

G-2 

1 

* 27 

• .593 

.439* .685 

.483* 


, Signifi- 
■ j c ance 

_ 5 I __ 

,7451 Very signifi 
cant. 


7541 

«do«> 

8911 

—do** 

,758, 

•do- 



* Significant only at -»05 level 


!l!l Not significant 
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But for one teacher No. 85 in School B^2, we find all 
significant values of '*r“* From this we can infer that there 
is a significant relationship between the likings of students 
for teachers and the characteristics of teachers as perceived 
by them* This goes to establish the validity of students' 
expression as illustrated in Chapter V 5 ’^VJhat makes you 
like a teacher?" and *'T/^aat makes you dislike a teacher?" 
Students like teachers #iose method of teaching is found good 
by students? ^om th© students consider to be Impartial and 
\dio are found loving^punctual to take the class, tell good 
things to the students etc. In our previous analysis we 
had found that out of 20 teachers from all the four schools, 
only 8 teachers, 2 in each of the four schools are liked 
by ShxcVvrifeo a We can say, students have found 40/^ teachers 
as liked by them* Similarly, from this we can infer in 60^ 
teachers, students do not perceive characteristics as liked 
by them. 

From Chapter VI, we consult table Nos* 1.9, 3,3, 

4,6 end 5,9 for schools, B- 1 , B-2, G-1 and G»2 respectively. 
These tables show the students who place individual teachers 
in different sociometric categories on Sociometric Test® V/e 
have found the significance of differente between the 
mean scores; of students for the ratings on the characteris¬ 
tics of teachers >Aiom they place in acceptee and rejectee 
Categories* From this we will find whether there is a sig¬ 
nificant difference between the ratings of students (>too 





accept & reject) on the characteristics of teachers. 


QU MACHERS mo /^ GGEPT AlTRij^iCTTHM 7~°’^^ 


School B- 1 , 


— I I 1 

Ir® Si® II Students i No. « Mean 

, -wtio I I 


3 Accept ' 9 ’ 41.56 

Reject ' 15 t 38.06 

1 

4 ' Accept ' 3 ' 26.67 

‘ Reject 19 ‘ ^.42 

! ’ 

5 Accept 36 i 45.55 

' Reject ’ 5 > 34,00 

5 . « 



, , Interpretation 

t oD s 
» » 


'4.05 'd=3.49,'^E=1.86 

j4,97 CR=i®87,Insignificant 

t 

'4.78 .D=2.75, D=‘^.14 

6,47 CR=,87, Insignificant 

! ’ 

54.63 10=11.55, D®2«52 

,2.52 ,CR= 4.58, 

jVerjr significant 


In this school, teacher Wo, 1 is accepted by 45 
students and is rejected by 2 students. Similarly, teacher 
No. 2 is accepted by only 1 student and is rejected by 45 
students. So, we have not made calculations for these 
teachers. 


We find in the case of teacher No. 5, the difference 
between the ratings of students who accept and reject this 
teacher, is very significant. But the same interpretation 
does not follow In the cases of teachejjrNo . 3 and 4. 



















In this school teacher Nos. 2 and 3 are rejected hy 

2 students each and are accepted by 16 and 31 students respect¬ 
ively, so for these teachers calculations have not been niade. 

In this school, we find for tw teachers, a signifi¬ 
cant difference between the ratings of students who accept and 
reject teachers No. 1 and 5, There is ample evidence to believe 
that students accept and reject teachers as they perceive 
certain characteristics in them. 

School G"»l . 


■ " -i -“j i 

Tr« SI. , Students , , Mean 


Interpretations 


* Accept ® 20 
> Bej ect ’ 4 

’ Accept , 4 

« ^ject 16 

t 

' Accept S 
J Reject ' 14 

I 

! Accept IB 
Reject ’ 5 

, Accept • IB 
, Reject t lO 


*43,25 
r35,00 ‘ 

I 

‘,39.50 t 
37,68 , 

’,39.80 
*33,35 ’ 
» > 
^40,38 , 
,31.20 I 
»39,66 
!37.10 ! 


4.99 

7,17 

8,61 

6.49 

7,19 

9.60 

7.74 

6.82 

9.73 

7.60 


' Ete8.25,^ 3.75 
*CR= 2.20, Significant 

’,D=1.82, "5 = 4.60 
CR= ;39'.' Not significant 

» ^ 

«Da6.45, Da4.11 
CR-l.S7,Not significant 

' «p 

'Ds9.1B D=3.55 
‘GE?=3*58,^very significant 

; ,Ite2,56, "^3.69 
I CR= .69, Not significant 
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Statistically we find significant difference ‘between 
the ratings of students idio accept and reject teachers only 
for 2 cases. For the rest of 3 teachers we do not find sig¬ 
nificant difference# This does not mean that there is no 
difference between the ratings of students on the characteris¬ 
tics of teachers accept and reject them# We can say^ there 
is a difference but statistically not significant. We can 
well infer from two cases that there is a difference between 
the ratings of students on the characteristics of teachers 
who accept and reject them* 


Tr# Bl, 
Bo# 


2 

3 

4 


>210 


Accept 
Rej ect 


Rej ect 


* Accept > 


Accept 


1 

1 

1 

No 

’ Mean 
» 

1 

t 

! 

SD 

1 

4 

'40.50 

1 

3.86 

t 

17 

*32,64 

X 

! 

\ 

6,70 

f 

e 

22 

*46,63 

I 

3,18 

% 

3 

,35.00 


9 « 27 

t 

1 

4 

’47.00 

s 

t 

» 

1.22 

t 

18 

*43.44 

8 

3.83 

1 


9 



) 

IX 

i41,00 

5 

7,42 

t 

16 

«35.60 

! 

6.35 

f 

s 

r 

s 

1 



Interpretations 


0 *7.86, 0*2.52 
iCRp=3.ll, very slgnii 
Cant. 

’d*U. 63,®D *5.39 
•GR=2,15 Significant 


CR= 5.28 very slgnifi- 
' cant 


JL/——B i» 

>ca= 2#00 Significant 


In the Base of this school we have not made calculations 
for teaoher So. 1 *o is rejected by only 2 students. Per the 
rest of all 4 teachers we find a Significant difference between 
the ratings of students on the eharacteristics of teachers 
*0 accept and reject the.. ®iis again establishes that students 
accept and reject teachers as they perceive characteristics 






the same teacher is being liked ( accepted) and disliked 
(rejected) by different students* This means teacher 
remaining the samej the students perceive characteristics 
differen'KLy. ' This gives us an important implication that it 
is not sufficient merely on the part of teachers to 
possess certain characteristicsj bnt it is their responsi" 
billty to act in such a way that those characteristics 
come into play in their day-to-day working with students 
and perceived as such by the students* This will help them 
being liked by students and establish sound and healthy 
personal relations with students* 


Qv Wo, 2 


Likings ar -^ iw-lnp;9 of students _for 

teachers and eharaeterlstlcs_o_f teaser s 
In two categories as arrived at in factor 


Ratings of students on the characteristics of 
teachers vere given hypothetical velues of 6,4, 3, a & 1 
in the d^cendlng order of degree of characteilstlos as 
perceived by students in teachers. As explained earlier, 
two categories of characteristics were arrived at by factor- 
analysis. For ready reference, we illustrate these categoHes 


belows 

Category 1 - rel ating to teachin g. 

t McS"do«t"sl«4ent understand what is taught 

B. llw'strtSSftSI*teachers axe in taking their 

4 Sow do^’^eifachers use g^s'tSf? 

5. How amoh' good things'do the teachers tell' 




Catego^ 2 Characteristics relatln 




e teacher 
y teachers* 

We have found the coefficients of correlation Cr) 
between the total scores on the characteristics of teachers 
from the ratings of students and scores of each teacher on 
the five-point hiking Scale as rated by students* 




G COEFFIGIEIJT OP GOilRELAllON(r) 


BKTWEEN THE RATINGS OF STUDENTS FOR TMCHBHS 


0 




Characteristics relating to teaching* 


■ - - - I - I - - —- " •*" " -- — f 

School « Raters Calculated values of "r" for » significance 

‘ Wo Tr, SI. Wos, c 

9 ; 1 *3 4 5 1 _ 


B—1 

1 

4B 

* #684 #500 #371 

#475 

#444 

*Yery significant 

B—2 

t 

23 

*# 461* #305* ,075** 

#386* .715 

i 

s 

o 

1 

G-1 

t 

t 

25 

;#564 #770 #793 
f,533 .373* .635 

t 

#588 

,873 

i 

0 

G®2 

I 

! 

27 

,446* #518 

» 

t 



2 * Characteristic^ relating to be haviour 


School ' Raters 
, No 


B-l 48 

B-2 I 23 

Q-1 < 25 

G-8 1 27 


Calculated values of"r" for , significance 
Tr, 31. Noo 1 

1 2 3 4 5 _ j _____ 

.678 . 551 .361» .430 . 229*» Very significant 

*.586 .547 . 061»‘.370**.657 , Very significant 

713 .772 .906 .857 .884 . Very significant 

.566 .723 . 675 .445 . 395*; Very significant 


* ♦ Not significant 

* Significant only at #05 level 
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Most of the Galculated values of are significante 
From this we infer students like teachers both teach well 
and treat them well* In brief we say, teachers are liked 
by students, when their method of teaching is found good, 
they take the periods punctually, use the time in the class 
in. the interest of students, T^atever they teach is under* 
stood by students and they are found affectionate In their 
behaviour with students, they are impartial toward students, 
their personality is perceived well by students, and they do 
not resort to punishment very often. 


CABLES SHOWING ai(MIFlQANa £ OF EHFFERINGE BETWEEN. 
TING TO TEACHING AND BEHAVIOUR AS PERGEIYM-B Y 

st'umTs in teachers 


School 


I 


Category of 
Characteris¬ 
tics, 


I 

B-i Behaviour 
' Teaching 

I 

B».2 ' Behaviour 

t Teaching 


G «1 ‘ Behaviour 

’ Teaching 

1 

G«2 * Behaviour 

’ Teaching 




43 

4S 

23 

23 

35 

25 


2? 

27 


Mean 


r' '' ' 

, SD • Interpretation 

t 


91,37 

95,20 

89.00 

90.14 

94.70 

99.10 

95.80 

103,01 


10.30 
’ 8.75 

I 


. 8.71 
,11.09 

'13,00* 

; 1 . 271 

’ I 

' 8.45 
* 9.31’ 
1 « 
1 s 


D=:3.83, D=1.95 

CR=1.96 

Significant 

&=1.14, *0=2.66 

GR=,428 

Insignificant 

D=4.40, *D= 2,72 
CR= 1.61 
Insignificant 

D= 7,21, ^=2,42 
CR=:2.97 

Very significant 


From each of two boys' and girls' schools, we find 
a sigiilfloant differenoe between the mean scores on the eharao- 
teristles of teachers as relating to their day-to-day teaching 
and behaviour with students as perceived by students in them. 
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In all the four cases as shorn above,, we find that the mean 
score for the characteristics of teachers relating to their 
teaching is more than the mean score for the characteristics 
of teachers relating to their behaviour with students* We may 
conclude that students value teachers' teaching more than 
their behaviour* To probe Into the question still furtherj 
¥€ have calculated the scores on the characteristics of 
teachers who are accepted and rejected by students on the 
basis of th<®ir choices given for teachers on Sociometric Test* 
Significance of difference between the mean scores on the two 
categories of characteristics for each teacher was calculated 
on the basis of ratings of students accept or reject 
the teachers- It was found that In each case the difference 
between the mean scores of characteristics of two categories 
was not significant* We do not show calculated results here 
as they serve no purpose, we can simply infer, the students 
accept teachers or reject teachers when they find them possess-p 
ing or not possessing the characteristics of both categories. 
This further substantiates our previous Interpretations made 
on the basis of calculated values of coefficients,of corre- 
lation between scores on the five-point Liking Scale and 
Eating Scale of characteristics of teachers. 

Part D “ Anniyals of responses of s^t udents on jthe 
check-list '( Aooendlx 16) 

As discussed earlier in Chapter V, we had prepared 
a ehaok-llst consisting of iOO statemwits. These statements 
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vere taken from the expressions of students under the heading 
”%at makes you like a teacher?*’ and “T^at makes you dislike 
a teacher?**. Half of the statements (50) depicted positive 
feelings and half (50) statements depicted negative feelings. 

As sJmwn in the Appendix 16 , the check-list enlisted the 
names of teachers on each and every page® The students ^re 
to mark ( >/ ) under the names of teachers to ^om the state¬ 
ment was thought to be applicable by them® Instructions were 
read and method of checking the statements was also made clear 
on the black-board. The check-list was printed on a fine 
paper so as to invite all attention and seriousness of students. 
The students took 20 to 30 minutes in responding to it. 


Method of Analysis 


Frequency tables were prepared to know the number 
of students attributing each statement to each 
individual teacher. 


2 , Prom the above tables, it was found out ^at 
statements are attributed to accepted and 
rejected teachers by students. 


On the above lines, we discuss the results arrived at 


from this check-list. 

In the cheok-llst ve had SO statements called positive 
statements, depicting good characteristics of teachers and 50 
statements called negative statements, depleting bad oharao- 
terlstics of teachers* Each statement could be attributed to 
each teacher by each one of the students in bothrtypeoof 
statements. Ihls *=° concludes 
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TABLES SHOWING PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS AQQM% 


mrTmrrm^ ^Eii£M^Tr?m6mwm^ 

FREQUENCIES OF POSITIVE STATMJiNTS ATTRIBU . 
TED fo STUDEifS 


School B<®1 


Tr, 

No. 


I Accepted by students' t 
‘ Number ’Percentage i Rank 

j-1-.-L 

, 45 ' 93*74 I 1 , 

1 ; 2*08 5 

* 9 1 18*75 • 3 ’ 

’ 3 6*25 t 4 I 

j 36 I 75*00 ; 2 i 

j _—- 1_—1 


Freauencies of state-* 
menus i 

Number 'Percentage > 


2173 , 37*43 

454 , 7*82 

1139 » 19*60 

383 . 6,60 

1656 28.53 


e ( iho) = *90 


Rank 


lOQ|l^ B*»2 


Accepted by students 


J Number 


6 

' 16 
’ 24 

« 10 

« 3 


'Percentage 


21*43 

57*14 

85.72 

35.72 
10.71 


o , ’Freauencies of state- 
i mibus _ __ 


4 

2 

1 

3 

5 


Number Percentage 


202 

1151 

1094 

827 

243 


5 *74- 
32.72 
31*10 
23.51 
6*91 


Rank 


S 

1 

2 

3 

4 


so <BCii3 H 
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School G-ie 


m ’ ’ 

jy® (iiccepted by students , 

« t 'j I .I-™-™..-.™I 

® N umber Percentage * 

I I 

1 ‘ 20 1 80,00 , 1 

2 ) 4 I 16,00 S 

3 . 5 20,00 , 4 

4 18 ' 72,00 2 

5 12 1 48,00 ' 3 

I f i 


I I 

Frequencies of state®^ 

«m eats. , 

! Number ' Percentage « 

■■' nM u*nm w — 

I ' 

, 804 , 28,01 , 

593 20,66 

' 49S ' 17,35 

, 525 ' 18,89 

‘ 450 *15,68 

1 * < 


Rente 


1 

2 

4 
3 

5 


e (rho) = .30 


School G«2. 


t 


jAccepted by students 

\ Number * Peroentage 

' ' ."" " ^ « " ' 

9 


1 , 24 

2 4 

3 ’ 22 

4 ' 4 

5 ® 11 

! 

J 


« 38,89 

» 14.82 

' 31.48 

' 14.82 

' 40,74 


i 

» 

I 

I 

! 

I 


I 

! 

I 

« 


Rante 


Frequencies of 
raents 


state® 


^—.1 

Number ^ PereentaRe 


t 

t 

I 

1 

I 


1 

4.5 

2 

4.5 

3 


768 ' 22.72 

426 , 12.60 

S77 , 25.95 

67 7 20,03 

632 ! 18.70 




! 

4' 


I 


Rank 


2 

5 

1 

3 

4 


^ ( rho) = ®33 


We find that In both the boys’ schools, there is 
a slgaifloant relationship between the percentage of students 
accepting Individual teachers and the percentage of freguenoies 
of positive statements attributed to them. But the same 
picture is not found In the case of any of the two gins' 
schools. However, a positive relationship is there. 
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Tables _sHomMG percentage of studewts rejecting 
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Tr« 

No® 


1 

3 

3 

4 

5 


iReJecfced by students ’ 


Rank 


Number Percentage * 


I Frequencies of state* | 
iraents® 

t Number * Percentage ! 


2 . 7®41 

17 » 62® @6 

3 , 11®11 

18 , 66*66 

16 8 59.26 

s 


« 5 , 32S 

, 2 544 

4 '168 

‘ 1 • 110 

' 3 I 410 

t ( 


! 20.87 , 

I 34.94 

I 10.79 I 

( 7.06 

I 26.33 ' 

I t 


Rank 


3 

1 

5 

2 


€. Crho) = «.l0 

Again, we find a significant relationship between 
the percentage of students rejecting individual teachers and 
percentage frequencies of negative statements attributed to 
individual teachers. But this is not found so In the case 
of girls' schools. In the following analysis as to what 
statements are attributed to liked and disliked teachers, -w 
will keep these things in view, 

TA BLF SHOVflNG POSITIVE STAThMENTS ON THE 
CHECK^LIST ATTRIBUTED TO ACCEPTED TEACHERS 
IN EACH SCHOOL 


-r 

Si, t 

No. , 


t 

School I Statements attributed to Accepted teachers 

I 


1 ' B«l 

t 

f 


1,2,5,6,15,19521,24,25,29,30,33,35,36,43,455 
' 49,56,57,64,65,71,74,75,76,77,83,84,87,90,91, 
, 93 = T= 32 


2 ‘ B«2 

I 

1 

3 , G-1 


! 1,6,10,11,15,21,24,29,35,36,40,41,43,45,49, 

, 56,57,65,71,74,76,76,77,78,83,84,87,90,91, 

' 93,95,96,98 = 0^32 

I 2,4,6,8,11,19,21,33,34,36,42,43,45,49,75,83, 
I 93,98,100 = T=19. 


4 


G-2 


1 


2,4,5,8,10,17,19,21,23,24,26,29,30,31,33,36, 

41,43,45,49,66,65,74,77,83,87,91,96,98,100, 

=Ti=30 
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^is categorization was made on the basis of frequency 
of each statement attributed to all teachers* From the fre¬ 
quency tables5 on the basis of comparatively higher fre¬ 
quencies each statement had secured by only the liked teachers, 
the statements were earmarked as having been exclusively 
attributed to liked teachers only* 

From the above table $ we draw the following table 
with the siiaultaneous study bf two boys* schools together 
and two girls* schools together. The statements which have 
been found common in each of the two sets of schools, had 
been mentioned as attributed to liked teachers in boys’ and 
girls’ schools. 


table sh owlkg positive statements om the gheck- 

LiaT ATTRIBUTED TO ACCEPTE D TEACHERS Ih BOfS * 
GIBLS' SCHOOLS 


--1-----T 

31.* School ' 
Ho. ' I 

I I 

I > 

1 , Boys* , 


I 9 

2 • Girls* « 
1 1 


! 9 

»__ 


Statements attributed to Accepted teachers 


1,6,15,21,24,28,35,36,43,45,49,56,57,65,71,74, 

7^,76,77,83,84,87,90,91,93 Total “ S6 


2,4,5,8,10,19,21,24,31,33,34,36,41,43,45,49,56, 

65,75,77,83,87,93,98,100 Total = 25 


Prom this table we find the following statements 
as common statements which both boys and girls have attri¬ 
buted to the teachers accepted (liked) by them. 

I^fflflitivft statements attributed to liked teache^ 
bath bv bovs an d glrls^;' —^ 
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SI. ‘ 

HOe‘ 

« 

f 

Statement ' 

No. on thej 

check-listi 

1 

Statements 

1 

21 

His way of talking is very good. 

2 

24 

He is considerate of our interest and vnrks 
accordingly. 

3 

36 

He is quite pleasant by nature. 

4 

43 

He takes interest in students. 

5 

45 

He points out our mistakes sympathetically and 
does not scold us. 

6 

49 

He encourages us for asking questions viiile 
teaching in the class. 

7 

56 

He while teaching, entertains us too. 

a 

66 

He has high ideas. 

9 

75 

He tells us matters of general knowledge too. 

10 

77 

We can ask him any question without any fear. 

11 

83 

He helps the poor students financially. 

12 

87 

He loves us like his own kith and kin. 

13 

93 

He is always ready to listen to our problems. 


Obviously, there are only 3 statements i.e. Nos. 49, 

56 

and 77 which 

can be said to have been related to day-to-day 


teaching teachers. can say as far as day»to»day treat¬ 
ment of teachers tovards students is concerned, there is per¬ 
fect agreement between boys and girb. Both boys and girls 
expect loving, affectionate, liberal and generous treatment 

from their teachers. 

Belov ve Uat the positive statements whieh have been 
attributed ti liked teachers in addition tofabove 13 statements. 



SI 

No 






1 

1 

He treats us just like own sons/daughters < 
brothers/sisters. 

2 

6 

He reitkDVes our difficulties of the lessons 
taught by him. 

3 

15 

He himself acts in the manner in which he 
wants us to. 

4 

29 

He has great sympathy for us In his heart. 

5 

35 

He does not like private tuition. 

6 

57 

He checks the home-task regularly. 

7 

71 

We can learn a lot from his life. 

8 

74 

He is an ideal teacher. 

9 

76 

He does not miss any of his class periods. 

10 

34 

He is very good at heart for students. 

11 

90 

We like his method of teaching. 

12 

91 

His personality is quite effective for us. 


Girls' Students 

1 2 He always think of our welfare. 

2 4 He performs his duties very well, 

3 5 He readily confesses his mistakes in front 

of the students. 

4 3 He comes prepared with the lesson to he taught. 

5 10 He encourages us from time to time. 

6 19 He devotes some extra time to weak students. 

7 31 He does not punish without any fault, 

8 33 He mixes well vdth students. 

34 In the class, if we do not understand anything, 

and ask questions, he readily answers them. 


9 









m 


I t 

Slei Statement t 
No* » No, on the « 

I eheek-list » 

-—-1. 


Statements 


10 41 

11 98 

\ 

12 100 


He is always concemed with our welfare. 
He always praises our good worTs, 

He stops us from following wrong paths. 


If we have an insight into these statements, we find 
boys have attributed to liked teachers statmmentiNo « 6,35,57, 
74, 76 and 90 which are related to day-to-day teaching of 
teachers. But all additional statements in the case of girls 
are related to the day-to-day behaviour of teachers* We can 
infer in the case of girl students that they are more concemed 
about the behaviour of teachers than their teaching. We fur¬ 
ther probe into this question while discussing below the nega¬ 
tive statements of the check-list. 


TABLE SHOWING NEGAlllVE STATEMENTS ON THE CHKOK; 
LIST ATTRIBUTED TO .EEJJGT ED TEAGEERS_ IN. EAPE 
SCHOOL . 


nl:\ 

t 

1 ‘ B-l 

i 


2 ' B-2 


I 

3 I G-1 

4 ! G-2 

» 

t 


I 


Statements attributed to Hejected teachers, 


' 7,9,12,13,16,18,20,27,28,32,37,38,39,42,46,47, 
i48,60,ol, S2,^5&5, W,o0,ol,62,67, w ,72,v3,80, 
,81,82,36,88,89,92,94,97,99, 


,3,7,9,12,13,14,16,20,27,32,38,37,39,42,46,47,50, 
,51,52,54,58,59,60,61,63,69,70,72,73,79,81,82,86, 
,86,39,92,94,97,99, 


',3,44,46,51,59,69,81 

U»7j9»l6,18,27,32,37,38,39,61,62,64,61,66,67,72, 
,80,82,85,99 
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PTom th4s tablej we have the following table showing 
the statements attributed to rejected (disliked) teachers In 
boys® and glrls^ schools on the basis of their occurence in 
each of the two boys* and girls* schools. 


TABLE SHOMO NEGAlIYE STATEMENTS ON THE CHSCK^ 
LIST ATTRIBUTED TO RRTEGTED TEACHERS IM BOIE * 


Sl, * 
No, » 

School 

1 

' Statement numbers attributed to Rejected teach- 
! ers- _ . 

8 

1 ' 

1 

Boys* 

8 

•7,9,12,13,16,20,27,32,37,38939,42,46,47,50,51, 

,52, k,59,60,61,^,72,73,81,82,86,89,92,94,97,99, 

8 

2 8 

Girls* 

’,3,9,16,32,37,38,39,44,46,51,52,64,59,61,62,72,80, 

8 


882, 

! 


1 ------- .— 


From this table we find the following statements 
as common stat«.ments -vAiich both boys and girls have attributed 
to teachers rejected (disliked) by them. 


I 

Si, , Statement No. < Statements 

No, » on the check-, 

__L,llsJi-—!-------- “ 

He teaches us a little bit and then tells 
us to learn the remaining part ourselves. 

He complaints against us to the Principal 
often over very trivial matters. 

He considers us good for nothing. 

He gets angry over petty things. 

He fails in finding out the culprits and 
punishes the Innocent. 

He sends for the parents to the school 
over trifles, 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


9 

16 

32 

37 

«7Q 


39 


contd, . 
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» 

si« « 
No* « 

1 

t 

Statement No, , 
on the check-, 
list I 

Statements 

7 

46 

He does not listen to what "we have to say 
and gets things done in the way he likes. 

8 

SI 

He goes out of the class quite frequently 
during the period for teaching us* 

9 

52 

He does not even like to talk to us® 

10 

S4 

He is often very angry. 

11 

m 

He quite often does not take his class 
periods. 

12 

61 

He does not have any love for children* 

13 

72 

He scolds us unnecessarily. 

14 

82 

He gives us punishment without any fault 
of ours* 


These illustrated statements v^ich have been attri¬ 
buted to only disliked teachers need no further clarification® 
similarly! the statements "which have been attributed to liked 
teachers also need hardly any comments* They are quite 
appropriate statements "which have been, found to be attributed 
to liked and disliked teachers. This further makes the things 
clear that teachers as found liked and disliked by students 
on the basis of choices received by them (teachers) on Socio- 
metric Test are correct and sound. It fur"ther justifies the 
use of Sociometric Test and analysis made in Chapter VI on 
Teacher-Pupil & Pupil-Teacher Relationship. 

Yes, we had found in the case of boys a perfect 
relationship between the percentage of students liking and 
disliking individual teachers and the percentage frequencies 
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of positive ajad negative statements received by them res“ 
peetively* But there was some disparity in the case of 
girls® schools® Girls have attributed some positive state¬ 
ments to disliked teachers too® ind girls have attributed 
some negative statements to liked teachers too* We discuss 
below this disparity* 


TABLE gfiOWLMG NEGATIVE STATEMENTS ATTRIBUTE D 
BY BOYS TQ ONLY REJECTEE TEACHERS BUT BY 
T^AgSEPflFTEACHERS 


Si® 

No* 

• 1 

9 Statement No* , 
j on the check-, 

9 11 st t 

Statements 

1 

12 

He leaves the class and engages himself 
in gossip* 

2 

13 

He is not able to complete the courses 
well in. time* 

3 

47 

He gives us tTOuble unnecessarily. 

4 

86 

He disheartens us by saying '*you cannot 
leam anything*'. 

5 

94 

He reads newspapers and magaalnes in the 
class® 


These five statements are clearly reL ated to day- 


to-day teaching and behaviour of teachers. Boys have attri¬ 
buted these statements to rejectee teachers v^iereas these 
statements have been found to be attributed to acceptee 
teachers by girls. We can infer from this that girls stu¬ 
dents perceive both good and bad points in all teachers* 
table showing positive STATlHEH T ATTRIBUTEP 

BY BOYS TO ONLY ~AGCEPTE£~TEaCHEBS 
GTRT.a TO REJECTEE TEASSEE S 

Statement No* on check-list 71 s We can leam a lot from his 

life. 
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¥e can say, girls do not approve of too idealistic a 
teacher* 


TABLE SHOWING POSITIVE STATEMENTS AimiBU TED BY 
BOYS TOO^Y ACCEPTED TEACHERS BUT GIBLS TO 
BQTB ACCEPTED AHD REJECTED TEACHERS 


SI,; 

No.; 

s 

Statement No, , 
on the check -1 
list . 

Statements 

1 

6 

He removes our difficulties of the lessons 
taught by him. 

2 

15 

He himself acts in the manner in ^ich he 
wants us to. 

3 

29 

He has great sympathy for us in his heart, 

4 

35 

He does not like private tuitions. 

5 

74 

He is an ideal teacher. 

6 

90 

life like his method of teaching. 


¥e may conclude that the girls have found both good 

and bad points in liked as well as disliked teachers. But boys 

have found only good points in liked teachers and bad points 

only in disliked teachers. 

TABLE SHOWING MBGAT IVS STATEHENTS ATTRIBUTED BY 
BOYS TO ONLY REJECTED TEAGHERS BOT BY GIRLS .m 
AQQEPTBD and RSI EGTED TEAGimB & 


SI, , 
No., 

II 

Statement No. i 
on the check -1 
list } 

Statements 

1 

27 

He does not consider any body else an 
equal. 

2 

42 

He asks us to engage him as a private 
tutor. 

3 

SO 

Vflien we ask him some question^ he tells 
to consult some intelligent student^’ 
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s 9 

Si6 8 Statement Wo* 

JSoa j on the eheek- Statements 

. list I 


4 

69 

He does not check the home-task himself 
but gets it checked by the students* 

5 

81 

He cherishes revenge in his heart* 

6 

89 

He simply wants to finish the courses 
whether we understand it or not* 

7 

97 

He often sits in the class and asks us 
to do some work. 

B 

99 

We are always frightened in his periods 
because of his strict behaviour* 


It is evident that boys have attributed positive 
statements only to liked teachers and negative statements to 
disliked teachers* TsSiereas girls have attributed some of th® 
positive statements to disliked teachers and negative statements 
to liked teachers too* This means girls are more critical In 
their perception of teachers than boys* ihey do find some 
good as well as bad points in all teachers. But still they 
have their own liked and disliked teachers as is quite evident 
in the analysis of Pupil-Teacher Relationship in Chapter VI» 

Section III 

Teachers^ Bikings and disliklngs for students 
and the characteristics of students as per¬ 
ceived by teachers . 

In the following analysis an atten^t Is made to 
answer the following two questionss 
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Q 1 Is there any relationship between the 

liteings/di si iking s of teachers for students 
and students' characteristics as perceived 
by teachers? 

Q No® 2 Miich category of characteristics (categories 
arrived at by the factor analysis, from the 
ratings of teachers) is more related to the 
likings and dlslikings of teachers for 
students? 


These two questions will be answered on the basis of 
ratings of teachers and their responses on check-list® 

This section is divided Into tv/o parts! 

Part E Malysis of the ratings of teachers on 
Rating Scale ( App. 14)* 

Part F Analysis of responses of teachers on 
check-list ( App. 15 ). 

Q No* 1 Relationship between the likings of teachers 
for students and their characteristics as 
rated by teachers . 


Table shoeing GaEFFiciMT of correlation (r) 

BETWEEN THE RATINGS OF TEACHERS FOR STUDENTS 
ON FIVE-POINT LIKING SCALE AND THEIR RATli^GS 
UN THE CHARAGThRISTiGS OF STUDENTS . 


SI. 

No. 

1 

, School 

8 

1 

1 Number of 
students 
. (N) 

1 

1 

Degrees of 
Freedom 
(N-2) 

1 > 

C alculated 

1 1 

(r) 

1 

Signifi¬ 

cance 

1 

* B-1 

3 

t 

43 

1 

1 

t 

46 

1 

1 

*912 

( 

Veiy sig¬ 
nificance 

2 

s B»2 

* 28 

1 

t 

1 

26 

6000 1 

1 

1 

o 

1 

3 

G-l 

f 25 

1 

f 

23 

*949 ‘ 

! 1 

t 

o 

1 

4 

’ G-2 

! 

’ — 

27 

1 

1 

5 

1 

25 

' *853 ' 

> 

-i . -- ..r - 
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"We find a very significant correlation between the 
likings of teachers for students and their characteristics 
as perceived by teachers. This is further substantiated by 
considering the ratings of teachers on the characteristics 
of students who are found as acceptee/rejectee on Sociometric 
Test and five-point Liking Scale. 

TABLES SHQMLHG SIGJ^ii'IGMGE OF DIFFERISGE - 
gEfWEEM MEAN SCORES OETHE CHAKAC^mSTIGS 
OF AGGEPTEE AND REJEGTEEE STUDENTS OM 
SQGIQMETRIG TEST AND FIViLPQIMT LIKING 
SCALE 


School 

1 

Category ' 

No 

I 

Mean 

' SD 

1 

1 

significance 

B-l 

1 

( 

Acceptee | 

16 

S 

211. 00 

I 5.04 

1 

i 

D=37.22*^=4.79 


1 

Rej ectee 

9 

i 

173.78 

1 11.66 

V 

GR=7.77 very 







; 

a 

significant 





i 





B -2 

« 

Acceptee 

11 


201.45 

' 14.18 

e 

D=31,88, D=10.02 



Rejectee ' 

7 

e 

169.57 

' 23.96 

f 

GR=3,18 very 


a 

« 


s 



( 

significant 

G-1 


Acceptee 

11 

fi 

203.27 

' 26.74 

1 

0=36.27, *D=10.42 



Rejectee * 

10 

V 

167.00 

, 20.85 


GR= 3.43,‘^ery 


1 

V 

t 






significant 

G-2 


Acceptee » 

9 


188.77 

13.65 

r 

D=l5.49, ^=5.82 



Rejectee i 

7 

1 

173.28 

' 9.63 

t 

CRs= 2,66 very 


-1. 

1 


1 


1 

1 


significant 


2. Five-point Liking Scale 


School 

1 

! 

—-P 

Category i 

r 

No 

“1- 

j Mean 

t 

—1 - r 

1 SD ' 

1 I 

Significance 

B«1 

1 

1 

Acceptee ^ 

18 

' 209.72 

'13.34 ' 

D=69,92, ®^10,86 


1 

t 

Rj ectee i 

f 

5 

* 149,80 

1 

23.30 ' 
g 

1 g 

GR= 5,51 Yery 
significant 

B-2 

g 

t 

1 

r 

1 

Acceptee 

4 

. 212.75 

,15.27 ^ 

D=67.50, “5=8.58 


Rjej ectee \ 

i 

4 

, 145.25 

1 

; 7.86 * 

1 

Ii7.i7 ; 

0R=7.87 Very 
significant 

G-1 

f 

( 

Acceptee J 
Rej ectee 

9 

1 214.00 

D=59.75, 

CR= 6.23 Very 



4 

1 154.25 

g15120 1 

G-2 

T 

? 

Wo rejected 

student 

I 

' j 

significant 
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Interpretations 

We find a significant difference between the mean 
scores of acceptee and rejectee students as perceived by 
teachersa In all the schools, irrespective of sex differences, 
the mean scores of characteristics of acceptee students are 
significantly higher than those of rejectee students. From 
this we can infer that the likings and di si iking s of teach- 
ers for their students ^highly correlated with the character¬ 
istics of students as perceived by teachers themselves. Speci¬ 
fically, we can say, an industrious student, a student who 
is found interested in studies, the student who is respect¬ 
ful, disciplined, remains neat and clean, is active and has 
good habits is liked by teachers. On the other hand, a stu¬ 
dent who lacks these characteri gfcics is disliked by teachers. 
This gives a statistical footing as well as establishes the 
validity of expressions of teachers recorded in Chapter V 
as to what makes the teachers like and dislike the students. 

We have discussed acceptee and rejectee students 
as found on Socioraetric Test and five-point Liking Scale 
taking into account the combined feelings of all[ teachers 
for their students and the combined scores of all teachers 
on the characteristics of students on the Rating Scale. 
Following the same procedure, we examine below the difference 
between the scores of acceptee and rejectee students of 
each Individual teacher and his score on the characteristics 
of these students. 




39S 


TABLES SHOWING SlGMli>‘IQJiMajdi OF IE 





Category 


I Mean i SB i Significance 


Acceptee 

Rejectee 

Acceptee 

Rejectee 


44.50 

35.00 

33.80 

31.33 


3.04 

6.80 

5.70 

1.25 


]>=9.50, ^=2,68 
CRs 7.27, Very 
sigaif leant 

D= 2,47, %2.65 
CR= .932 In¬ 
significant 


contd*. 



















« ' 

3 

Acceptee 

1 

9 

9 

0 

42,67 

’ 2.75 1 D a 4.23 

1 

! 

Rej ectee 

1 

1 

34,55 

, 4.23 GR = 1.91 . 

' significant 

4 , 

Acceptee 

1 

7 . 

43.14 

, 2.10 ' D=7,54, D 2.27 

1 4.75 1 GR= 3,32 Very 
' I significant 

6 

Rej ectee 

1 

1 

(1 

6 

i 

n 

35.60 


Acceptee 

1 

J 

It 

7 « 

38.71 

6.39 I D=14.71,®D= 3.65 

1 

Rejectee 


6 “ 

24.00 

6.66 CR=4,03 Very 

1 


J 

S 

t 

'1 


1 ' significant 

I f 


We find 

that 

for 

Tr, Ho. 

2 and Tr, No. 3 there is 


no significant difference betv^een mean scores of the ratings 
on the characteristics of acceptee and rejectee students* We 
can infer from this that these two teachers do not perceive 
appreciable difference in the characteristics of students but 
still they like some students and dislike the others, ^'or the 
ree teachers it is correct to say that rejectee 
students lack characteristics liked by teachers in students 
whereas the acceptee students possess the characteristics liked 

by teachers. 

School G»i 


Tr. • 
Wo. I 


Category 


Acceptee 

Rejectee 


Aeceptee 
Rejectee 


Acceptee 

Rejectee 


Mean 


38.50 

28.80 


45.67 

32^56 


7 , 38,00 
4 . 31.00 


10.17 

1.72 


3.25 D= 13.11, D=i^.80 

3.71 ' GR= 7.28 Very 
I significant 

4.82 I 7.00, 2.79 

4.24 , GR = 2.51 In signi¬ 
ficant 


Significance 


, D=9.70, D 4.22 
GR=2. 29 Insigni- 
' ficant 


&.80 


( 


« 

I 

I 


contd 
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I 


T 


Tr, ' 
Wo, J 

Category 

B 

1 

Wo 

t 

1 

1 

Mean 

' SD 
\ 

« 

• Significance 

t 

1 

4 » 

s 

AG cep tee 

1 

3 

1 

t 

49,33 

1 

0.94 

1 

' Ds7.5S, ®D=2,59 

1 

Rejectee 

1 

4 


31.75 

5.06 

GRs 6.78 Ve3r^ 

? 

f 


1 


t 


1 

’ significant 

6 ' 

Ac ceptee 

\ 

1 

5 

1 

46,80 

• 10.34 

D=34.30, ^s5.25 

8 

Rejectee 

# 

4 

1 

22. 50 

1 4.03 

, GR=4,62, Very 

a 


\ 


t 

—4-— 


<- 

1 significant 


We find the value of critical ratio (OR) significant 
at ®05 level for all teachers. But for teacher numbers 1 and 
3, ¥0 find that the values fall below 2,58 and remain insigni¬ 
ficant at .01 level. We can say^ here too, as interpreted 
for school B-.2, that out of five teachers only 3 teachers per¬ 
ceive the differ®ices in the characteristics of students \riiom 
they like and dislike. 

School G-2. 


Tr. , 
Wo, « 


1 


1 


2 


S 


1 


3 


I 

t 

1 


4 > 

I 


5 


s 

i 

i 


m 

No 

1 

' Mean 

t 

t 

' SD 

1 

t 

1 

Acceptee , 

6 

' 41.83 

1 

* 2.54 

Rejectee , 

4 

, 33.25 

, 1.64 

1 

Acceptee ^ 

7 

’ 40.28 

' 3.30 

Rejectee ^ 

6 

‘ 34.33 

' 2.75 

1 

Acceptee ^ 

6 

, 38.17 

, 3.38 

Rejectee ^ 

9 

! 33.22 

, 1.23 

0 

Acceptee 

8 

, 39.25 

f 

• 1.98 

Rejectee ] 

3 

^ 32.67 

1 ,94 

t 

Acceptee ’ 

6 

’ 41.50 

’ 7.32 

Rejectee ’ 

5 

' 31.40 

f 4.03 






I 

* Significance 

I 

J__ 


' D=S.53,% 1,32 
‘ GR= 6.50 Veiy 
significant 

D=5,95, *^1,68 
' GR= 3.54, Yery 
, significant 

D=4.95, ®S=1.44 
' Grs 3,43, Very 
' significant 

* Ds=6.58, ^.89 
1 0r=: 7,39, Very 
! significant 

' D=10,10, *^3.49 
, GB=2,89, Very 
significant 
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In this school, we find a significant difference bet¬ 
ween the mean scores of characteristics of acceptee and redeC“ 
tee students of all teachers* 

Conclusions 

1* 'Biere is a significant correlation between the 
likings of teachers for students and the students* charac¬ 
teristics as perceived by teachers. 

2* Tkie students liked by teachers are perceived 
by teachers as possessing the characteristics liked by them 
in students. 

3, Hie students disliked by teachers are perceived 
by teachers as lacking characteristics liked by them in 
students. 

4. There are 7 out of 9 men and 8 out of 10 women 
teachers who depict a significant difference between the mean 
scores on the characteristics of acceptee and re;jectee stu¬ 
dents. 

Q No. 2 Likings and dlsllkings of teachers for 
students and characteristics of students 
in two categories arrived at in facto r 
analysis from the ratings of teachers 

From the ratings of teachers on the characteristics 
of students, we had arrived at two categories of characteris¬ 
tics in factor analysis. For a ready reference, below are 
given these categories and their constituent characteristics. 
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Gategory 1 Characteristics relating to studies 

1« Industriousness 

2. Interested in studies 

3. Regularity 

4. Neat and clean 

5« Active 

Category 2 Characteristics relating to behaviour 

la Obedient 

2, Respectful 

3. Disciplined 

4, Good bdiaviour 

5. Good habits 

We have fully discussed these categories in the 
preceding Section I of this Ghaptere Here we examine the 
correlation between the likings and dislikings of teachers 
for students and the characteristics of these two categories 
as perceived by teachers in students* 


TA&LE showing GOEFi-'IGIENTS OF GORR'ELAi'lONCr) 

Bm.m^^_RATlNGS OF TMCmS.OM, FJLmjgOLNX. 
LIKING SCALE AND fflElR RATINGS ON THE TWO 
GATEGORIES OF GHARAGTEHISTIGS OF STUDENTS 


School Number of ’ 
i Student s ' 
(N) 


t I 



1 

1 

43 

B-2 

1 

1 

23 

G„l 

1 

25 

G-.2 

1 

s 

27 


1 


! 


Degrees of 
Freedom i 


C N-2 ) , 


"r” for charae- iSigni- 
teristlcs rela- ficance 
ting to 


46 

26 

23 

25 


— '-.. 1 '''" ..—. 

! Studies ,Behaviour 


,80 

00 

00 

Very 



1 signifi¬ 

,89 

’ ,82 

! 

cant 

1 -do- 

,92 

t ,93 

1 

^ -dO" 

,82 

: .54 

! 

■ ■ ■< ■' ' ' "■ 

1 
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¥e find both the categories of characteristics are 
significantly correlated with the likings of teachers for 
students® From this we can infer, students are liked when 
they are both good at studies and are well behaved® 


TABLES SHQ¥1MG OF DIB'FmE^tGE 

BETV/EEDJ MEM SCO R ES OF THE CHARAGTELHISTICS 
OF STUDENTS RELia'iEG TO STUDIES AMD BEftAVlOUE 
AS PERCEIVE!) BY TEAGHEBS IH STUMT 3 


t 

School 

( 

Category of 
characteris¬ 
tics. 

— I— 

( 

No 

1 

f 

1. 

1 

Mean » 

i 

t 

SD ' 

1 

Significance 

1 

B«1 

Studies 

1 

48 

1 

1 

8G « 18 t 

) 

14.45 , 

D=9.42,'^2.66 

1 

1 

Behaviour 

1 

t 

48 

f 

98,60 

d 

11.50 

1 

CB.= 3.54 Very 
signific ant 

t 

B-2 

Studies 

t 

28 

J 

1 

91»82 

15,00 ' 

!>=: 3.57, *^3.43 

! 

J 

Behaviour 

f 

28 

1 

95.39 ; 

E 

10.70 8 

9 

CR= 1.02 
Insignificant 

G™1 ' 

Studies 

s 

25 


85.00 ' 

3.16 s 

Ds13.60,^=.80 

1 

Behaviour 

8 

25 

C 

I 

98.60 ' 

1 

£ 

2,49 ; 

8 

GR=i7 Very 
significent 

G-2 

Studies 

f 

27 

a 

91.30 

7.65 1 

D = 0 

3 

Behaviour 

1 

27 

r 

E 

91.30 ; 

6,05 

CH= 0 

Insignificant 


It is found that for schools B~1 and S-1, there is 
a significant difference between the mean scores on the charac¬ 
teristics of two categories. From this we can infer that 
teachers have made obvious distinction in t^vo categories of 
characteristics of students* We have also found significant 
correlation between the likings of teachers for students and 
the scores on the characteristics of tvro categories. ¥e say 
teachers in these two schools have made distinction in these 
two categories and their likings for students are highly 
correlated with bothj'categories of characteristics. But, 
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for schools G».2 and B-2, we do not find any significance of 
difference between the mean scores on the two categories of 
characteristics. We will keep this thing in view while 
interpreting the following tables. 

TABLES SHOVflMG SIGNIFIC.AHGK OF DlFFEriEK CE 
BETWEEN MEM SCORES OE THE G aiB AGTEBl .STlCS 
RELATING TO STUDIES MD BEE-IA.VIQUR OH 
ACaEPTEE STUDii^lTS 

Acceptee Students on Sociometric ^est 


School , Gharacteris- 

tices relating 
' to 


B-i 


B~2 


G-l 


G-2 


Studies 

Behaviour 


Studies 

Behaviour 

Studies 

Behaviour 

studies 

Behaviour 


No 


15 

15 


11 

11 

11 

11 

9 

9 


Mean 


SD 


Signif icance 


102.73' 9.4S 
108.26» 7.07 


100.73' 

100.73' 


6.64 

6.64 


96. 27 f 15.06 
107.00,10.30 


93.33 

95.44' 


6. 21 

6.46 


0 = 5 . 53 ,^ 3.05 
GB= 1.31 In¬ 
significant 

0 = 0 

GR= 0 In¬ 
significant 

0=10.73, 50 

GR= 2,49 In- 
signif Ic ant 

0=2.11, 0=2.99 
CR= .705 In¬ 
significant 


We find in each case non—signif leant difference 
between the scores of two categories of acceptee students. 
¥e can say, teachers perceive characteristics of both cate¬ 
gories in the students viiom they like in the class. This is 
fhrther substantiated by the following table. 
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TABLE SHOVIIMG GQEFFIGIMT Off COBRELaTIQI^C r) 

BET'^irTH~E~RlTINGS OF TEACHERS ON FIVE- 
P OINT liking"" so ALE" AMD THeIi RATINGS Olil IH E 
TWO CATEGORIES QF AGGEPTeE STUDMTS 


' Number of 
School > students ‘ 

. (M) 


1 


1 

B<— X 

! 

15 

t 

« 

B^2 ’ 

11 

\ 

« 

G..1 , 

11 

t 

t 


, 

G-2 " 

9 


B 


__L 


I 

Degrees of, ”r** for charaoteris- 

Freedom tics relating to ’ Significance 

(N-.2) ’-- -- 

* Studies Behaviour ] 


13 .797 

» I 

9 ’ .708 ' 

' « 

9 , .876 

I » 

7 .930 , 


886 

‘Very signifi¬ 
cant 

\ 

724 

!Significant 

917 

!Veiy signifi¬ 
cant 

,907 

fVeiy signifi- 
jCant 


Both the Categories of characteristics are found to 
be highly correlated to the acceptee students of the teachers. 

The Interpretation is further supplemented by the following table: 

Acceptee students on five-point Liking Scale 


I t > I ’ 

School Characteristics ' No , Mean Sd • 

' relating to » ' ' 


B-i ' Studies r 

‘ Behaviour ? 


B-2 t Studies 

) Behaviour 

■( 

G~i ’ Studies 

* Behaviour 

* 

( 

G-2 f Studies 

j Behaviour 


18 , 101.88 , 9.43 ’ 

18 107.8 3 6.71 I 

. ' 

t ' « 

4 , 105.50 I 8.62 

4 107.25 8.42 * 

* 

; 

9 1 102.55 10,09 , 

9 111,44 ’ 7.51 j 

r 

5 ’ 100.60 ^ 3^-49 ’ 

5 ’ 98.40 6,80 

i s g 


Significance 


D=5,45, D=2,73 
CR=2.17 In- 
si gniflc ant 

r»=1.75,'^5.59 
CB= ,31 In¬ 
significant 

D=8.89, D=4.19 
GR=2,12 Ia¬ 
si gn if i cant 

D=2. 20, *^=3.41 
CRs ,64 In¬ 
significant 


Conclusion 


\0i2 




Students liked by teachers both InpJoys' and 


girls' 


schools 













are found to have been perceived to have characteristics of 
both categories, that is, those students are liked by teachers 
are both Industrious, interested, regular, neat and clean, 
active and are obedient, respectful, disciplined, well-behaved 
and have good habits® 

TABLES SHOWING SIGMIFIG/^ISE OF DIFFEREMGg 

^WB'EN MEM SQQ'REsWtHE GH^CTEM^MS. 

RELATING TO STUDIES M D Bffl AVIOUK 


rt 1 . Characteristics 

School ' relating to 


B ■l®a 1 


B»2 


G— 1 


G»2 


j Studies 
Behaviour 


Studies 

Behaviour 


8 


Studies 
s Behaviour 


(I Studies 
„ Behaviour 

tt 

■ X., ... .— 


No, 


t 

« 

» 

fi 

f 

f 

f 

« 

t 


9 

9 


7 

7 


10 

10 


7 

7 


t 

1 

« 

f 

t 

t 

t 

t 

« 


---------- 

Mean , SD > Significance 

■T 


80«22 

93e55 


82o71 

86*85 


75.90 

91.10 


86.86 

86.42 


’ 7.85 I>=13.33, ®5s3.0 

, 7.45’ CR=3«70, Very 


I 


significant 


14.33 Ds 4. 11, Dss 6 .57 
' 9.83’ CR=:. 636 , Not 


« 


I significant 


1 10.74 I)=15.20, D=4.86 

10.97' GR=3.12, Very 
' I significant 


6.13' I>=.44, fe.TS 
’4.08’ CR=.l^, Not 
’’ t si 0 iifleant 


We find for schools B-l and G-2, significant difference 
betTOcn the mean scores of characteristics of two categories. 

To find out to what category the rejectee students are more 
correlated, we have computed the coefficients of correlation 
between the total scores on five-point Liking Scale and scores 


on two categories of oharacterlstlos. 


..oTU OTnWTHO COEPFICUfiNTS OF C!0BBE L AlI0M(r). BEWE S 
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School 

" Number of ' Degrees 
, students ' Freedom 
, (N) (N^2) 

“T— 

of 

! ' 

I 

“r" for characterii 
tic relating to 

Studies Behaviour 

B—1 


9 

— , ■ ■ 

j 

7 

t 

1 

.785 

t .798 

B-2 

1 

7 

1 

t 

5 

* 

.810 

.898 

1 

G-1 

1 

10 

P 

8 

1 

.900 

I .887 

G»2 

t 

t 

7 

11 

5 

0 

f 

.349 

« .687 

n 

Boys' 


16 

r 

f 

14 

1 

.660 

« .821 

Girls® [ 

< 

17 

I 

c 

_ 

IS 

1 

C 

.817 

9 

.793 


Significan¬ 

ce 


Significant 

^dO“ 


«,do- 


Insignifi- 

Cant 

Significant 

Significant 


¥e find in the combined analysis, the coefficient 
of correlation is higher for characteristics relating to behavi¬ 
our for boys* school and it is higher for characteristics relat¬ 
ing to studies for girls' school. From this we can infer, men 
teachers reject (dislike) a student more because of lack of 
characteristics relating to behaviour and women teachers dislike 
a student more ^en they find him lacking in characteristics 
relating to studies. We look into this analysis with the help 
of supplementary tool - a check-list as has been discussed 
earlier. 

Part F Analysis of responses on check-lis t 

A fifty-point check-list ( Appendix 15) was adminis¬ 
tered on teachers to get a supplementary as well as an additional 
information from teachers regarding students liked and disliked 
by teachers. The procedure adopted in its construction has 
already been discussed at the end of Chapter V. 
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This check-list was administered on all teachers indivi¬ 
dually. It was the month of Dececiber when half-yearly examinations 
were going on, Tlie teachers had more leisure and relaxed time in 
the school as they were expected to perform only supervisory duty 
for two or three hours. Some teachers did say that they got a 
good assignment from the investigator in their free days. It was 
noticed that teachers took at least half an hour to give their 
responses to this check-list. One teacher in the boys’ school 
took 70 minutes to complete it. The investigator had a sigh of 
relief i^rfien he got this check-list completed from all teachers. 
Prom this check-list we have the following informations 
Teachers’ check-list for students? 



SI. • Statements', 
No.' applicable,. 
’ to i 


School 

__ 


Numb ers 


I '2,6,9,10,13,'^2 9,13.14,15. 

1 Acceptee . 14 , 15 , 21 ,25,’ 2o,30,32,25,32,34,39, 
32,44,47,49,'43,44,47,49 , 40,43,44,47, 

’ ’50 \50 ’48,49,50 

(1,3,4,7,8,16' 1,7,8,10,12,, 3,4,10,11,15 
,1"^,18,19,22,,16,17,19,21, ,16,17,35,20, 

« Rejectee gg 27^31,33,, 22,26,28,^,, 22, 24,28,31, 
f 35,37,42 31,33,35,36, 33,36,37,38, 

, s’’’ ^38,:^,41,42,'41 

, __ ,46,48 _^____ 

s Both to !i1,12,23,28 , e3,4,5,11,^, 6,7,12^9^1 
• Aooeptee 29,36,3,40, ,|0,23,|4,27, 


, & 

j Rejectee 


5,20,24,30, 1 

None 34,40,41,43 ^ 


^37,40,45. !35,42,45,46 

J 

^ . - . - -- ■ ■ 

’ « 30 


, 2,5,9,13.14, 
32,^,40,43, 
I 44 , 47 ,50 

,*1,4,6,11,12, 
,15,17,18,25, 
, 26,28,31,45 


, '16,19,36,37, 
'38,39,49. 


'3,7,8,10,20, 

921,22,23,24, 

,27,29,30,33 

35,41,42,46 
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From the above table, we arrive at the following 

table s 


TABLiS SHOWING STATSyiENTS OF aHiii GHKCK-LlST 
^PLXGABLE to AGGEPTti. MD RKr]3.CTEE STUMIS 
OF TtlE TEACHERS IN GQMBIi^fED BOYS' MD GIRLS » 


SCHOOLS 

Si, j 
No., 

j 

Statements, 
applicable 
to « 

Boys' school 

■T 

Girls' school 

1 

1 

1 

I 

Acceptees i 

1 

2,6,9,13,14,15,25 

30,32,34,43,44,47, 

49,50 

1 2,5,8,9,13,14,32,34 
39,40,43,44,47,48, 

50 

1 

I 

2 

1 

i 

( 

Rejectees 

1 

* 

1,3,4,7,8,16,17,19, 

22,26,27,28,29,31, 

33,35,36,38,39,41, 

42,45,46,48 

! ■ ' 
1,3,4,6,10,11,12,15 
, 16,17,18,20,22,24,26, 
28,31,33,36,37,33,41, 

> 45 

1 

3 8 

S 

Both t 

Accdptees 
and « 

Rejectees e 

5,10,11,12,18,20, 
21,23,24,37, 40 

7,19,21,23,25,27,29, 

® 35,42,46 

i 

4 

;i 

1 

ti 

None t, 

(1 

nil 

i 

J 30 

■3 

1 


From this table we have the following analysis*. 

^• Statements attributed to Acceptee students 
both by men and women teachers. 


SI, Statement Statement attributed to students -who 

No, No, "■ --- 


1 2 

2 9 

3 IS 


are helpful to their classfellovs in studiesj 
take active part in co-currioular activities* 
are intelligent as well as industriou^l 


contd.. 
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SI 

Statement 

No. 

Statement attributed to students vdio 

4 

14 

^re not very intelligent but industrious, 

S 

32 

are exceptionally well-mannered. 

6 

34 

are always with the teachers trying to 
win their favour, 

7 

43 

bring personal problems to teachers 

8 

44 

are cheerful, 

9 

47 

take Initiative in doing good things, 

10 

49 

are quite reliable^ 

11 

50 

are hiimble. 


Obviously S^erment Nos* 23 13,14, relate to the field 
of studies ^dcieveas the rest orestatements depict the behaviour 
of students. It substantiated our earlier interpretation 
that students liked by teachers are both good at studies 
and are well-behaved. Here our acceptee students are liked 
students by their teachers. Statement No. 34, should not 
give any unhealthy connotation as if it stands for simple 
flatteiy from students but it should mean students liked 
by teachers pay regards to their teachers. 


II, Statements attributed to Rejectee students 
both by men and women teachers. 


SI. 

Na. 

12 

13 

14 

15 


Statement 

_ 

1 

3 

4 
16 


Statemoat attributed to students vih o 

run away from the school, 
are a^arrelsome with classmates, 
do not give good response to questions, 
are slow learners or dull, 


contd, 0 
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SI, 

Statement 

No, 

Statement attributed to students who 

16 

17 

are foimd quite irresponsible, 

17 

22 

pay no heed to suggestions, 

18 

26 

do not submit their home-task, 

19 


remain mostly absent, 

20 

31 

are in the habit of making lame excuses, 

21 

33 

are conspiciously ill-mannered, 

22 

36 

do not get their difficulties solved, 

23 

38 

do not like bringing their books to the 
class, 

24 

41 

indulge in anti-social habits, 

25 

45 

are gloomy. 


Rejectee students are disliked students by their 
teachers. Here again, we find both types of statements i.e® 
relating to studies e* g, StatemetitNos* 4,16,22, 26,36 , 3S 
and rest of statements relate to the behaviour of students. 
From both the above tables, we get the information about 
the type of students liked and disliked by teachers, ^ot 
only this, but also this establishes the validity and relia¬ 
bility of information regai’ding likes and dislikes of teachers 
for students as found on Sociometric Test, 


III. 

statements 

attributed to both 

acceptee and 

reieotee students both by men 

and women 

31. 

teachers. 

Statement 

Statements attributed to students who 

Nq.. 

26 

Nq,. ... 

21 

are inattentive In 

the class 1 

27 

23 

are talkative. 
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We Gan say an inattentive and talkative student 
is disliked when he or she is not good at studies and not 
well-behavede But the sajne inattentive and talkative student 
may be liked *«^-^is otherwise good at studies and is found 
well-behaved* 

IV. Statem ents attributed by men teachers to acce] 3 tee 
but b y women teachers to re^iectee students . 

_S1. Statement Statements attributed to students 'who 

iia. - --——--—• 

2S 6 are found crazy about fashions, 

29 15 are intelligent but shirk work* 

Strange it is, men teachers like students who 
are crai^y about fashions and those who are intelligent even 
if they shirk work* On the other hand, women teachers 
dislike students vAio are crazy about fashions and shirk 
work although they are perceived to be intelligent. 

V. Statements attributed by women t eachers to 
acceptee but by men teachers to r ejec tee 
students * 

Si. Statement Statements attributed to students who 

SSjs. ^O. -- - 

30 S criticize the teachers unnecessarily, 

31 39 are ring leaders, 

32 48 argue with the teachers unnecessarily. 

All these three statements relate to the behaviour 
of students. That means the students to whom these are 
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attributed are liked by vromen teachers but disliked by men 
teachers. This again goes to substantiate our previous 
finding that men teachers are much concerned about the 
characteristics of students relating to their behaviour 
whereas women teachers are concerned about the characteris¬ 
tics of students relating to their studies. 

¥ I. Statements attributed by women teachers to 
acceptee but by men teachers to both 
acceptee and re.jectee students . 

SI. Statement Statements attributed to students who 

la. No 

33 5 tamper with the entries in the Progress 

Report, 

34 40 simply cram the lessons. 

From Statement No. 40, we can infer that women 
, teachers like students to cram the lesson or they like the 
student who is found to be good at studies by one way or the 
other® Similarly, from Statement No. 5, we can say there is 
a stmng desire in wmen teachers to see to students good 
performance in studies. Hov;ever, this interpretation does 
not hold good for men teachers as the students to whom these 
statements are attributed are both liked and disliked by 

teachers® 

VII. Statements attributed by men teachers to both 
acceptee and re.jectee students but by wm en 
teac hers to only rejectee student s. 

Statements attributed to students wh o 
copy home task, 

avoid taking part in co-curricular activities, 

are in the habit of showing themselves off, 

contd.. 


3L, Statement 

Na* —Js- 

35 10 

36 11 

37 12 
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SI. 

So. 

Statement 

No 

Statements attributed to students vho 

3S 

18 

Careless in studies, 

39 

20 

create disturbance in the d-ass. 

40 

24 

ask irrelevant question, 

41 

3? 

do not keep their note-books neat and 
clean. 


It shows that women teachers like students who take 
part in co-curi’icular activities as well as are careful in 
studies* Most of the rejectee students of the women teachers 
are attributed with the statements depicting their apathy 
towards studies. But the same can not be said for men 
teachers as they have attributed statements relating to 
studies both to acceptee as well as rejectee students. 

VIIX, Statements attributed by women teachers to 
both acceptee and rejectee students but by 
men teachers to only rejectee students. 


SI. 

No. 

St at ement 
No. 

Statements attributed to students who 

42 

7 

are in the habit of using unfair means, 

43 

9 

take an active part in co-curricular 
activities, 

44 

27 

are mischievous, 

45 


neither study nor let others study, 

46 

35 

read cheap or undesirable literature, 

47 

42 

do not confess their faults, 

48 

46 

tell lies. 


Exactly, 

the opposite interpretation goes for 

VIII 

as has been 

made for VII, It again substantiates our 
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previous interpretation that men teachers are more concerned 
with the characteristics of students relating to their 
behaviour than to their studies. Again,Statement 25 

is attributed by women teachers to both acceptee and rejectee 
students whereas men teachers attribute it to only acceptee 
students » that is they do not telerate at all any irre¬ 
levant questions in the class from students. 


We conclude with the retention of our hypothesis 
that teachers in boys’ and girls’ schools differ in their 
perception of characteristics of students whom they accept 
and reject in the class. Both of them accept students 
who are good at studies as well as are well-behaved. 

But men teachers reject students who are not 
well-behaved i.e. not respectful, not obedient etc, where¬ 
as women teachers reject students who are not good at 
studies i.e. do not take interest, are not regular and do 
not take pains. 

Sumni ary of the findings of this Chapter . 


(i) Students have perceived the characteristics 
of teachers in the following two categoriess 


(a) Characteristics relating to classroom 

teaching work such as method of teaching, 
taking of periods, use of time in the class, 
and how much the students are able to under¬ 
stand what is being taught by the teacher. 


(t) 


Characteristics relating to their behaviour 
such as, affectionate treatment, impartiality 
and leniency and their telling of good things 
to students in the class. 
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(ii) Teachers have perceived the characteristics 
of students in the follo’/ing tro categories! 

(a) Characteristics relating to their studies 
such as their interest in studies, how 
they work at studies ( industrious) and 
how regular they are. 

(b) Characteristics relating to their behaviour 
such as how far they are respectful, obedient, 
and well-behaved. 

(iil) Students, both boys and girls, accept and 
reject teachers as they perceive characteristics liked by 
them in teachers. 

(iv) Students accept teachers or reject teachers 
when they find them possessing or not possessing the charac¬ 
teristics of both categories, 

(v) Girls are more critical in their perception of 
characteristics in teachers than boys. Girls see both good 
and bad in all liked and disliked teachers by them. But 
boys see good points in liked teachers and bad points in 
disliked teachers only, 

(vl) Girls are concerned more about the behaviour 
of teachers than their teaching, 

(vii) The students liked by both men and women 
teachers possess the characteristics liked by them in 
students. 

(viii) The students disliked by teachers are per¬ 
ceived by teachers as lacking characteristics liked by them 


in students 
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(ix) Students liked by teachers both in boys“ 
and girls* schools are found to have been perceived to have 
characteristics of both categories. 

Cx) Men teachers reject (dislike) a student more 
because of lack of characteristics relating to behaviour 
and women teachers dislike a student more when they find 
him lacking in characteristics relating to studies. 

aOMGLUSIOM'S 


■Women teachers and girls students lay more emphasis 
on the behaviour of each other ^lile men teachers lay more 
emphasis on the studies of students and boys are more 
particular about the ‘teaching* of teachers. 

This conclusion leads us to retain our hypothesis 
that the characteristics of teachers as liked by their stu¬ 
dents and the characteristics of students, as liked by their 
teachers in boys* and girls’ higher secondary classes differ 
from each other* 
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Introduction 

In cogni25anee of the fandamental role of teacher- 
pupil relationship in any fruitful pursuit of education in 
schoolsI w have discussed the characteristics of these 
t-wo elements, mainly responsible for the day to day deli¬ 
berations of the school programme* Howeveri the teacher, 
a senior partner in these relations, placed in a a»re pri-9“i- 
leged position, is the master of the situation* Much has 

I 

been said and written about the desirable and essential 
qualities of an ideal teacher* But the practical aspect 
of the situation seems to have been over-looked* Let the 
teacher be the custodian of all these fine traits of a 
person® It is still quite possible that he fails to render 
his services quite effectively, iill the qualities of an 
individual are of no avail, if the teacher is unable to find 
any satisfaction In his teaching profession which calls for 
his enthusiasm, will and vigour to bring in his daily work. 

It may be said that job-satisfaction Itself contributes to¬ 
wards the possession of desirable characteristics by teachers* 
The question that arises here Is of primary importance, that 
is, how far an Individual teacher feels satisfied in school 
teaching profession^ 

A job is merely an assignment, a tea^ioraiy phase 
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or a task upon i^ieh an Individual easuallF ©mbarks® A 
voeation is a penaaiiQiit phase of on©* s life in -yiiGh one 
engages onself. !Bie profession entails decencies of human 
life I the dedication, obligation and faithfulness in its 
accomplishmente Necessarily, teaching has been "well recog-® 
nlied as a profession and teachers are professional workers 
in it« 


Necessarily, satisfaction connotes happiness of 
the mind« It stands for quite a healthy and sound state of 
mind« It depicts high and lofty spirits of an individual. 

In the words of Jones, J. Arthur C 1963, pp S6l) *°Satisfaction 
is a state of mind or an ©motion that normally results from 
the successful atten^Jt to reach a goal or satisfy a felt 
need.” 


In this context, it is pertinent to look into the 

needs of an individual, the fulfilment of which is the 

source of satisfaction of all human beings. Roe, Anne (19S6 

pp 25 ) has illustrated Maslow’s ( 3354 ) arrangement of 

basic needs in a hierachy of prepotency^ \ 

The physiological needs 
The safety needs 

The need for belongingness and love 
The need for importance, respect, self esteem 
The need for information 
The need for understanding 
The need for beauty 
The need for self realization 


1 . 

2 « 

3. 

4. 

5 . 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 


The order of potency is usual but not invariable 


for vll persons. Roe ( pp 33 ) has quoted Centers, R Study 
(1943) which stands as the testimony of Maslow's Theory 
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for oecupational psychology. In oteiep studies? particularly 
of morale and ©f job-satisfaction? there is much support to 
Maslow® s vie-9r« 

Roe ( 1956 pp« 31) remarlcss 

‘'There Is no single situation, ’yaich is potentially 
so capable of giving some satisfaction at all levels 
of basic needs as is the occupation®" Biis justifies 
that "there is more to a job than making a living®" 

It is quite befitting to quote Jones ( 1963 pp262) i 

"The types of activity which give satisfaction vary 
with different Individuals. Some get their satis¬ 
faction in the production of articles made out of 
cloth, wod, metal or plastic® Others get satis¬ 
faction from gardening, horticulture, farming or 
forestry; and others from working with people in 
such occupations as teaching, nursing, medicine, 
the law and social work* The hope of job—satis¬ 
faction may serve as. a guide in choosing an. occu¬ 
pation by providing a comparison of the activities 
that give the individual satisfaction with those 
involved in various occupations*" 

"In some cases, it may not be necessary or possible 
to choose all occupation that satisfies* The impor¬ 
tant objective, however, is to find satisfaction, 
somewhere in one® s life - in the 3oby t^ home, 
civic life, the churdi or recreation! Tae ideal 
life is one in which each element supplements and 
enhances the value of total in the attainment of 
satisfactory life goal." 

Ginsberfe etc® ( 1956 ) have discussed accidental, 
Impulsive and developmental theories of occupational choice. 
We do not go Into the controversy of these theories because 
as such here we are interested in studying satisfaction 
enjoyed by teachers ^o have already made their choice® 


\fyiin, Richard ( 1960 pp 3-5 > remarksJ 

" Except for choosing your 
mJst Important decision in life is the choice of 
your occt 5 )atlon - your life happiness will be 
clos^y related to your 3 ob-h^pin^s. to 

your family, 70«J’ is 
determinent of your enjoyment of life. 

* 
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Super has surveyed th© toA on job satisfaction 
in th© Chapter 1 entitled ®®Eieory of Vocational Development^’ 
in Hopson & Others C 196S ) book mtitled ’’The Theory and 
Practice of Vocational Guidance^ ” Soper has quoted Scot 
C 1931 ) and Strong ( 1931)« These writers are reported 
to have stressed the role of intelligence and interest in 
adjustment to the occupation or to the job In their theories 
of job satisfaction* Hoppock* s work ( 1935 ) and Super’s 
work ( 1939 ) in job satisfaction, have emphasized the impor- 
tanc® of status given to the worker by his job, status both 
in th© sense of group membership or belongingness and of 
prestige. 

Super in this book of Hop son & others C 1968 pp 20) 
has Iran askeds 


“Iftiile researchers interested in the role of one 
kind of factor or another have tended to empha¬ 
size the signal importance of that type of factor, 
there is nothing inherently contradictory or 
mutually exclusive in these findings. They can 
all be included in a comprehensive theory of job 
satisfaction or work adjustment. This Is th© 
theory that satisfaction in one* s work and on 
one’s job depends on the extent to which the work, 
the job, and the way of life that goes with them, 
enables one to play the kind of role that one 
wants to play* It is again, the theory that 
vocational development is the development of a 
self-concept, that the process of vocational 
adjustmeat is the process of implementing a self 
concept, and that the degree of satisfaction 
attained is proportionate to the degree to lAiieh 
the self-concept has been liq)lemented." 


Necessarily, this theory of job-satisfaction, asserts 
that work Is a way of life, Olie theory, known as self-concept 
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theory maintains that maximum persons^, adjustment and ad©« 
quate vocational adjust annt are most likely to result ^en 
both the nature of work itself and the way of life that 
goes with it are congenial to the aptitudes, interests 
and values ofthe person in question® Foumet P and others 
( 1966) have given a comprehensive article in this ve^ 
book ( Hopson 1968 ) entitled “Job Satisfaction! Issues 
and Problems®” Ttie writers have developed the article 
on the following heads! 

(i) Methodological approaches 

(ii) Factor associated with job satisfaction 

(iii) Consequences of job satisfaction 

(iv) Theoretical issues and problems 

Here we are interested in selecting our own method 
of examining job-satisfaction of teachers at work. The 
article discusses numerous data-colleetion techniques 
employed in job-satisfaction studies i.e, questionnaires, 
interviews, rank order studies, sentence completion test 
and critical incident inquiries. The writers do not commit 
themselves to a particular technique. 

Smith ( 1963 ) has been quoted asi 

“Smith, proposes that job satisfaction is a function 
of the perceived characteristics of a job in r(d.a- 
tion to an individual's form of reference, A parti¬ 
cular job condition, on the basis of this theoreti¬ 
cal position. Can be a satisfier, dissatisfler, or 
irrelevant depending on conditions in comparable 
jobs, conditions of other people of the same quali¬ 
fications and past experience of the individual, as 
well as on numerous situational variables of the 
present job. Thus job satisfaction is not an abso¬ 
lute phenomenon but is relative to the alternatives 
available to the individual." 



After having made this surveyj it was decided to 
adopt "Attitude" approach for the determination of job- 
satisfaction of teachers* 

Attitude touches upon cognition, affection, conation 
the entire structure and content of mental life® "Dictionary 
of Education" Carter, V*, Good (1959) defines attitude as 
” a state of mental and emotional readiness to react to 
situations, persons, or things in a manner in hanmrny with 
a habitual pattern of response previously conditioned to or 
associated with these stimuli." According to Thurstone 
(1929), attitude denotes the sum total of a man’s inclination 
and feelings, prejudice or bias, pre-conceived notions, ideas 
fears, threats and convictions about any specific topic® 
anGother place Thurstone ( 1946 ) defines an attitude 
as the degree of positive or negative affect associated 
with some psychological object® 

Edward Allen ( 1957 pp 165 ) has made following 
specific suggestions for the statements to be included in 
the attitude scale® 

1® Avoid statements that refer to the past rather 
than to the present® 

2. Avoid statements that are factual or capable 

of being interpreted as factual. 

3® Avoid statements that can be Interpreted in 

more than one way C ambigious)® 

4. Avoid statements ttiat are irrelevant to the 

psychological object under consideration* 




by all or by none* 


6® Select statements that are believed to cover 
the entire range of the affective scale of Interest* 

?* Keep the language of the statements simple, 
clear and direct* 

\ 

8* Keep the statements short, rarely exceeding 
twenty words* 

9® Each statement should contain only one complete 

thought* 

lO, Avoid statements containing universals, such 
as all* always, none and never, which introduce ambiguity* 
11* Use single sentence rather than compound 
or complex sentences* 

12, Use with care and consideration words such 
as only, just, merely etc, 

13* Avoid the use of words not comprehensible to 
the subjects for the administration of final scale, 

14. Avoid the use of double negatives. 


Keeping this in view, we have constructed the job® 
satisfaction scale ( i^pendix 17 ) following Likert's 
techniques in the construction of attitude scale* 

Construction of Satisfaction Scale 


following steps were involved in the construction of 
the scele* 

Step I X questionnaire C Appendix 17A ) was mailed 
to nearly lOO persons vAio were once teachers working in 
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seh©©lS| but^given up school t©aehing* Tw main questions 
were asked In this questionnaires 

(a) In order of priorityj give reasons for your 
dissatisfaction with your Sobj which led you 
to leave teaching in the schools? ( It is 
assumed that their cause of dissatisfaction 
Byf them to leave their teaching profession). 

Cb) In view of the implementation of Improved 
grades as recommended by Kotharl Commission, 
how do you feel about teaching in the schools 
again? 


Albeit, self-addressed envelopes were sent along 
with the questionnaire^ Only 32 people responded. 

Some olithe statements given by the persons in 
reply to the question (a) are reproduced belows 


(Designation in parentheses stands for one* s pre¬ 


sent job). 

1, Low pay, otherwise, I quite like teaching in 
school* Essentially, there is no difference in 
school or college teaching. 

- C Lecturer in a college) 

2, I was interested in theory of education rather 
than subject-matter# I feel happy working 
with adults rather than children. School 
teacher life is rather dull and dominated. 

- (A Lecturer in a trg. college) 

3, No appropriate reward for the work. Success of 
the teacher is not wholly in his hands but on 
the mercy of the quality of the students. 

Poor social status of the teacher Insplte of 
his position being maker of the future. No 
future chances, once a teacher always a 
teacher* 


- ( Ah Advocate ) 
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4® over work, no prestige^ I^ctatorial 

attitude of the headmaster who will listen to 
no argument® 


- ( A Lecturer ) 

5, Low social status, attitude of educational 
authorities. Immature students, long working 
hours, heavy teaching load, clerical work® 

» (A Lecturer In a trg® college) 

6® No dissatisfaction, left for better prospects® 

“ ( A Hesearcb Assistant) 

7* Low salaiy, no status, no respect,no promotion 
steps® 

- (A Director of Physical ) 

Education 

8® I was never dissatisfied as long as I stayed in 
school cadre® In order to improve my qualifi¬ 
cations and promote professional growth^ 1 con¬ 
tinued my further studies and as a consequence 
of my efforts, I was promoted to my present posi¬ 
tion* 

- C A Senior Lecturer ) 

9® Talents and Intelligence being dwarfed* School 
teaching - very boring* 

- ( A Lecturer in a trg* college) 

10* Since, I was interested in politics, so I left 
the profession* There is no other reason* 

•» ( An Ex-M *P • ) 

11* Nhy I come to a college? Bie only reason is 
better salary* 

- C A Header in Education) 

IS* No respect in society at all, no social status, 

emoluments are meagre, less chances of promotion* 
It Is a stagnant profession* Teachers cannot 
enjoy earned leave, in other words, one cannot 
enjoy holidays at one’s discretion, 

- (An Inspector of Bationing) 
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13« X left the school as teaching in a college was 
more remunerative and honourable, 

- ( A Lecturer ) 

14, Low income, low social status, no facilities for 
studies, 

- ( A Lecturer ) 

15, Lack of understanding, unfair and partial treat¬ 
ment of and undue interference by the Managing 
Committee, sometimes in the day to day affairs 
of the school. 

= ( An Interpreter ) 

16* No future prospects, no respect in the eyes 

of the public, our out-put always depends upon 
the stuff i.e, upon the students, 

( A Lecturer ) 

17, High thinking and simple living under 
compulsion. 

- ( A Sales representative ) 

18® Teaching In schools sucks Intelligence as well 
as initiative, 

- ( A lecturer in a trg, college) 

Some of them have replied to the question No, Cb). 


One respondent writes* 

“ But for the love of teaching, I vfould like to 3oin 
the hierarchy of the respected teachers ag^n, 
otherwise Kothari Commission’s recommendations 
regarding improved grades offer little charm to 
me to revert to that profession, 

- ( An Interpreter ) 

None of the respondents has replied this question 
In nlflrmative. Most of the respondents bare written 


"Question does not arise" or left the space blank. It may bda,!- 
they did not know about Kothari Commission recommendations. 
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However, the statements on Q, No. 1, have 
served the following two purposes! 

1* It gave the statements from "ttie people vho really 
felt dissatisfaction of school teadhing profession. 

2. It brought to light the specific area of dis¬ 
satisfaction asi 

(a) low inoome 

(b) low status 

(e) bleak future prospects 

(d) no good service conditions 

Ce) comparison with other professions 

In all. 122 statements we®e noted. Some of the 
Statements ware included as such from the foregoing responses. 
Statements were also written from experience and from some 
studies made to probe into the attitude of teachers towards 
their profession. Statements specifically mentioned profession 
of school teaching and not merely teaching profession. 

A check-list ( Appendix 17B) of 122 statements was 
administered on 3 teachers working in 6 higher secondary 
schools of Delhi. They were requested to give their opinion 
whether the agreement to the statement oft the part of a 
teacher connote his satisfaction or dissatisfaction in his 
3ob as a school teacher. They were asked to give their 
opinion in five alternatives i.e. if the agreement to the 
statement by the teacher expresses his strong satisfaction 
then they were to encircle CSS), if simply satisfaction 
then (S) and if it stood for normal state of mind, they were 
to encircle (N), Similarly they were to encircle (D), if 
in their opinion the agreement to the statement by a teacher 
e:q,r.ss.8 hi. dissatisfaction and they wr. to onclrcl. (SB) 
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if tha agreement to the statement speaks of strong dissatis¬ 
faction of a teacher in his iJob* Ho'wever, these eight 
teachers were clearly told that the check-list does not 
mean to test their own satisfaction or dissatisfaction in 
their job® These eight teachers served as experts. This 
could b® done with the administration of the check-list on 
psychologists I teacher-educators and the like people but 
when the scale under construction was meant for teachers^ 
it was q.uite advisable to select some of them as expertSo 
Teacher-educators were also consulted* I^even statements 
were given by these teacher-educators vAiich included in the 
previous list of 122 statements. Finallyj those 80 statements 
out of 133 were selected for which most of the experts stated 
that the agreements of teachers to these statements spoke of 
their (teachers’) satisfaction or disssatisfaction in their 
school teaching profession. Agreement to these fifty per cent 
IbS* 40 statements spoke of dissatisfaction of a teacher* 
can say, these are the statementi for which the experts agreed 
for, depicting satisfaction or dissatisfaction of teachers. 

Step HI These 80 statements were groupeitogether 
at random in a check-list (i^pendix 17C) with 5 alternative 
choices for the subject l.e. SA - Strongly agree, S - Agree, 

U . Uncertain or Undecided, B - Disagree and SD - Strongly 
disagree. This check-list was administered individually on 
122 teachers of different higher secondary schools including 
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both men and wmen. Out of these llg check^llsts, lOo were 
finally selected rejecting 12 found incomplete® Scoring on 
these statements was made as follows? For statements showing 
satisfaction scoring was made in order of 4, 3j 2g 1 and 0 
for SA, A, U, D and SD respectively® The order of these 
hypothetical values was changed vhile scoring statements show¬ 
ing dissatisfaction. To make it clear the following table 
is given® 


SA A U D SD 

Statements showing 

satisfaction 4 3 2 1 0 

Statements shoving 

dissatisfaction 0123 4 

On the basis of normal probability curve, 27 check¬ 
lists which scored maximum score and 27 check-lists which 
scored the minimum were sorted out. 

Step IV To find out the discriminating power of each 
statement, the ”t" value of each statement was calculated with 
the help of the following formula? 


^ 8X2 + SC| 

V ----- 

N ( N - 1 ) 

C Guilford, 1956 pp 220 ) 
Teible of "'t** values for all statements Is given in 
Appendix No. 170* 




At the end of 30 statements ( Appendix 17E) teachers 
were requested to tick mark one of the five given categories 
as applicable to them: 


Hov do you feel at your job In schools? 


Strongly Satisfied 
Satisfied 


Uncertain 

or 

Undecided 


Dissatisfied 


Strongly 

Dis¬ 

satisfied 


The scale vas administered on 129 teachers attend- 

Cbtl%>£ 

ing the Summer School doing their B.Bd.^ through Corres¬ 
pondence int?5entraa Instit^ie of Education, Delhi. These 
teachers represented nearly all parts of Delhi. On 
the basis of total score receifed by each teacher and the 
choice given by each teacher on one of the five categories,4l.a 
following contingency table was arrived ats 





TABLE 3H0imG anTISFACTIOM /MD IHE 
TOTAL SPORE BEgEIYED_AOA5H '’f EASg^ 


Score 

I 

8 

f 

strongly 

Satisfied 

9 Satisfied,Uncertain iDissatis 
, or un- ,fied 

, 'decided 

- Strongly 
' dissatis 
, fied 

90-129 

9 

(2.635) 

T" 

9 

(22.32) 


.178) 

'(4.03) 

(.713) 

4 

6 

( 

25 

f 

0 

! 

0 

, 1 

60-89 

1 

t 

(6.885) 

8 

( 

(68.52) 

’(3 

.078) 

,(10.53) 

' (1.863) 

9 

6 

( 

63 

9 

5 


6 

' 1 

30-59 

e 

(1.360) 

t 

(11.52) 

1 

.( 

.608) 

1( 

2.08) 

' ( .368) 

s 

§ 

0 


5 

9 

0 

9 

11 

0 

0-3 

ll 

( .085) 

9 

C . 72) 

<( 

.033) 


. 13) 

' ( e023) 


n 

0 

t 

c 

t 

0 

e 

ff 

0 

t 

9 

0 

, 1 

Total 

“T 

t 

. 11 

9 

9 

93 

1 

9 

S 

9 

8 

17 

8 3 

9 


Total 


' 31 
8 

81 

I 


16 


1 


129 


thesiss 


The Chi-square test Is applied to test the hypo- 


'* Scores on the Scale aud satisfaction of ^ 

teacher In his job are unrelated or independent« 


Step 1 ''Independence value'* for each cell vas 
ealoulated vhlch ara reprssented in figures in parentheses 
with in the different cells. 

Step II We found the difference between the observed 
and eapeeted raues for each sell, squared each difference and 
divided it by independence value. 


We arrive at f 


2 


» 98.24, 


the Value which dcfes not 
lie in the table. 


df = ( 5- 1) (S 1) * 

IM.S refutes the hypothesis and establishes that 
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satisfaction of the teacher in his job is dependent upon 
the score received by him on the scale* 

We Can say with confidence that the scale depicts 
satisfaction of the teacher on the basis of the score received 
by hiffie 

Administration of the Scale 

t&ie satisfaction scale was administered on all 20 
teachers of the final sample of this study* Teachers were 
requested to spare some time for this scale -and give their 
responses quite honestly* 

Observations and comments 

It was observed from 5-6 teachers, that they took 
IS to 20 minutes In giving their responses. Some teachers 
remarked as "Statements are quite interesting." Teachers 
were also seen laughing while giving their responses. How- 
ever, it was asked, "Will you show this to our prinolpai*." 
when they were reading statement No. IS reading as "Principals 
of the schools do not act as frlmids and guides but become 
masters of the teachers." The Investigator assured the 
teachers about the secrecy of their responses. It was en¬ 
couraging to see that teachers enjoyed while responding 
to the statements. One lady teacher comments, "Teaching 
Is a respectable Job for ladles only". In response to 
statement No. 16 reading as "One should not advise one's 
sons and daughters to become teachers". One teacher had 
mariced in the column of "Strongly agree" but as soon as 
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sh® thought of the statement and understood that “teachers*® 
stand for school teachers^ she at once changed her response 
to *®Strongly disagree”. Clearly it illustrates how the 
statement fetches out the inner feelings of the subjects. 

Some of the teachers had to be told that their responses 
should come from the real and practical situations as 
ei^erieneed and perceived by them rather than talcing ideal 
conditions in view, '^ow can we determine the future course 
of a nation when nothing is within our limits”, one teacher 
made these remarks while reading statement No, 5 saying 
*®Teachers can determine the future course of a nation.” 

One teacher reacts on the statement No, 28, “Teachers lil^e 
a dull life"^ as**Over-loaded with work .Burdened with clerical 
work? More clerical work than teaching workj I come prepared 
with so many things to do in the school, but here I forget, 
because of all rush of work? Teaching profession is a dull 
one because of correction work (Language teacher).” One 
teacher reading statement No, 6, “Teachers, if they want 
respect in the society because of their being teachers, 
will have to f^go‘ some financial gains and work with a 

missionary spirit .^ « 

"Ikapty stomach does not remember God”. 

ihese remarks^ made on the basis of notings 
made by the Investigator at the time of administration of 
satisfaction scale, give ample proof that the scale was able 
to peep into the minds of the teachers ^diich speaks of 
their satisfaction In their jobs. 
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Hypothesis s Men teachers are less satisfied with their 

profession than women teachers and this 
factor effects accordingly their relation” 
ship with pupils6 


Qualitative analysis and 
interpretation 


I 

TABIiESSHOWlNG TOTAL SCORE RECKEVED,^-!^ 


Boy3^ Schools Maximum possible score is ■= 120 


Teacher 

No 

« 

1 

« .. . 

School Bw-i 

1 

1 

School B-2 

1 

t 

84 

1 

S4 

2 

1 

119 

3 

t 

100 

3 

> 

33 

93 

4 

t 

55 

1 

43 

6 

« 

79 

1 

63 


8 


t 



Girls* Schools 


Teacher 

\ 

t 

School G-l 

I 

j 

School Gf-2 

No 





1 

1 

72 

r 

113 

2 

t 

go 

1 

31 

3 


€3 

1 

69 

4 

t 

53 

! 

8 

90 

5 

8 

73 

1 

1 

87 


t 

-» _ 


8- 



How aeouJfately does the mean score In each sample 
school represent the mean of its parameter? For the answer 












to this question we have oalGtilated the standard error of 
mean in each of the 4 cases and their results are tabulated 
belows 


School 

t 

Mean 

I 

t 


*1 ' 
1 

Standard Error 


Mean Score 

Number 


Score 

t 

of Mean CSE 


differs from 


t 



1 


1 






t 

M 

t 

by the total 


! 


t 


I 



score at *05 


« 

t 


t 

« 


1 

1 


t 

level 


1 


( 


1 


t 


Ei—l 

1 

1 

t 

B2«3 

1 

23,95 

1 

10,69 

1 


B™2 

76*6 

1 

? 

23.27 

t 

t 

10.39 

t 

+ S8*3B 

G»1 

1 

t 

70*2 

i 

t 

13*70 

! 

1 

6,11 

t 

+ 16.98 

G-2 

t 

I 

88*0 

i 

t 

-4- 

16*12 

1 

7,18 

t 

t 

+ 29.96 


t 



{ 

6 


e 



Standard error of mean measures the extent to TiAxich 
this mean is affected bys 


(a) Error of measurement 

Cb) Sampling errors » difference occasioned by 

fluctuation from sample to 

sample. 

As is clear from the table our mean scores in boys* 
schools are calculated as 82,8 and 76,6, Similarly, the 
mean scores in girls® schools are calculated as 70.2 and 
88*0, These mean scores of teachers both in boys* schools 
and girls' schools fluctuate sufficiently. So we cannot 
credit the high values of SE simply to errors of measure¬ 
ment of satisfaction by our Satisfaction Scale. The high 
values of («“') Standard Deviations also illustrate that 
the scores of individuals within each group diverge subs- 

9 
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ike 

taatially tvom. ©ash other® snaall size of/'saa^le In 

each eas© ( 5 in all ) may also be responsible for inereas- 

Ing the size of Standard error of mean* We come to the 

Conclusion from the above table that the mean scores of 

satisfaction on this Satisfaction Seale calculated from 

the scores of 5 teachers in each ease? do not represent th© 

reliable mean scores of satisfaction of teachers ^ work- 
erft^ 

ing iupboys* ^ girls" schools* 

We arrive at the similar tvro conclusions -vhen we 
calculate the Standard Errors of Mean of Scores of all teachers 
( 10 in each case) working in boys' and girls* schools* This 
is enunciated with the help of the following tables 



, Mean 

Schools Score 





I 


I 


Standard Errors> Mean Scores 
of Mean differ from its 

' parameter by the 
, total score at 
,05 level 



Here we find the values of SE of Mean have fallen 
thereby increasing the reUability of each Mean, However, 
the divergence of Mean Scores from their parameters in the 
ranges of + 17.33 and + 11,31 does not allow us to put 

in substantial confidence to believe or rely upon these 
Mean Scores for their parameters. 
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Null Hypothesis « M.fference between the means of scores 

of satisfaction of teachers working 
in boys® school and girls* school is 
zero® 


School 

* No. 

t 

of teachers , 

1 

1 

Mean Score ^ 

Sj> 

Boys® 

Girls® 

f 

8 

8 

8 

10 

10 

1 

8 

t 

i 

8 

79.7 ® 

8 

79*1 1 

8 

22*33 

16.94 

Boys® 

school 

S“ 1 

Ml 

= 7.66 







CB. = .064 


Girls® 

school 

M2 

= 5*38 




The Value of ,064 falls absolutely short of 1*96 
and 2«SBj the level of significance at *01 and *05. So* 
as such null hypothesis is retained and we say, as far 
as satisfaction in Job is concerned teachers, working in 
boys® schools C men ) and teachers working in girls® schools 
(women) do not constitute their separate entities. As far 
as satisfaction in Job is concerned, we find no difference 
among women teachers and men teachers. This rejects our 
hypothesis that women teachers feel more satisfied In school 
teaching profession than men teachers* 

Analysis of Job-Satis fact! on of teachers 
and their relatio nshi p with students . 

In this analysis, we will study: 

(i) relationship of teachers® Job satisfaction and 
their likings for students, 

(il) relationship of teachers® Job satisfaction and 
students* likings fcr teachers. 
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Score 


Rank ! Ac cep ted i Rejected > Acceptance. Reject! on 


(rho) for acceptance = .80 
(rho) for rejection =-.30 


Satisfaction , 

" "*r— -- 

Score « Rank |Accepted 


No. of Students 


Rejected 


Rank for making 

"" I... 

Acceptan.ce, Rej ectlon 


(mo) for acceptance » #60 
(mo) for rejection = #0® 











(rho) for acceptance' = jp65 
(rho) for rejection. = *96 


School G«2 


™ • 
Tr,, 

Hq 

Satisfaction 

1 

. No, of Students 

r Rank for making 

,« II.- I--— 

i 

1 

Score * Rank 

■■ 1. .,1—, 1- . 1 

1 Accepted Rejected 

1 

{Acceptance Rejection 
1 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 


113 

81 

69 

90 

87 


1 

4 

6 

2 

3 


5 

9 

9 

5 

11 


3 

0 

0 

3 

1 


> 

t 

t 

I 

4 


2«5 

4,6 

4.5 

2.5 

1 


1.5 

4.5 

4.5 

1.5 
3 


(rho) for acceptance * *65 
(iho) for rejection * *95 


I nterpretations 

1 . Ua find a posltlvs correlation for eaoh one of 
the schools betwen scores of teachers on Satisfaction Seale 
and ncber of students ascepted s»d rejeeted by them, mis 
neans nunber of students liked by teachers Is posltlvsly 
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related to the satisfaction of/^teachers feel in their 
teaching profession* This interpretation holds good more 
for men teachers in boys® schools than for women teachers 
in girls* schools® 

2, Howeverj we find a positive correlation between 
women teachers* score on Satisfaction Seale and number of 
students rejected by them* The same does not hold good for 
men teachers® This shows satisfaction of women teachers 
is significantly related with number of students accepted 
and rejected by them® Againj there is more (higher value 
of iho ) relationship between the number of students rejected 
by them and the satisfaction determined on Satisfaction Scale* 
It shows that more a women teacher feels satisfied In her 
teaching profession, the more the number of students she 
rejects® It needs further investigation® 

3* In the case of boys’ schools, we find for 
schools B-1 and B«2 rho for rejections for students by teachers 
as »®30 and respectively® This shows there is a negative 
relationship between the satisfaction felt by men teachers 
in their school teaching profession and the number of stu«. 
dents rejected by them. Tills means the more a teacher feels 
satisfied in his profession, the more the number of students 
he accepts (likes) in the class. 

The same interpretation is substantiated when 
we determine the coefficient of correlation between the 
scores of teachers on Satisfaction Scale and total scores 
given by them for their personal likings of all students on 



g So ale. The calculated values of these corre- 
abulated belews 

E SHOVJING GOEFPIGTEMT OF fiORREL 



We can again infer from this that men teachers' satis-* 
faction in their profession is significantly related with their 
likings of students whereas it is negatively related with the 
likings of women teachers for their likings of students. 

(ii) Relationship of teachersl_Job satisf action 


(ii) Relationship of teachersi_Jiob satisi acpion 
and students' likings for teachers . 

TABLE SHOWING THE COEFFIGIMT OF CORRELATIQK (rfao ) 
BETWEEN TH P OF TEaGiAERS OM 

/('wn MTTMRF.B OF fiTITDMTS ACCEPTING AND REJECTING THJa 


School B.»l « 


Tr.« 
No. t 


Tr. t Satisfaction » No. of Students | Rank for Re ceiving 

■■ III iiiiw III iiy^M III ■ ■ I T - - I ~ ^ - - - ■ II I 111 - 

Score I Rank lAcceptlng.Rejectlng \ Acceptance. Rejection 


^ (rho) for acceptance 
(rh-o) for rejection 
























4^1 


School B-2 o 



€ (rho) for acceptance - »60 
^(iho) for rejection “ 


School G<“1 . 


Tr, 1 Satisfaction '• Ho* ibf Students_ « Rank for Receiving 

Score ' Bank lAccepting* B e 3 e c ting i Ac cep tancej 

■ ^——-— t — --- — --j—- 



i?(rho) for rejection choices = +»50 
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Interpretation 

We do not find a significant correlation between the 
scores of teachers on Satisfaction Scale and number of students 
accepting and rejecting them on Sociometric Test, Surprisingly^ 
the Value of f (rho) goes even negative for school G-l, However, 
in the case of school 8-2, we find a positive relationship between 
acceptance of teachers by students and their scores on Satisfac¬ 
tion Scale* It does indicate teachers' acceptance by number 
of students is related vrith their ( teachers’ ) feelings of 
satisfaction in their profession. This is further substanti¬ 
ated by€ (rho) for rejection choices i.e, -,62 for this very 
school* It indicates teachers' rejection by students is 
negatively related to their feelings of satisfaction I.e. 
satisfied teachers are not rejected by their students, We 
still probe into this question further, 

TABLE SHOWING qOEFgXCIEHTS OF ComELA'IlON (rho) 


BETWEEN 




ON 

FIVE- 




31, No. 

, School Numbe r 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Calculated values 
of (rho) 

1 

• B-1 

s 


0 

2 

B-2 

1 

f 


+ ,60 

3 

« G-1 

9 


+ *60 

4 

G.2 

1 

1 


o 

H 

• 

1 


__—-- 1 


From each one of the two boys* and girls* schools, it 
Is indicated that students' likings for teacher are positively 
related with the joh-satlsfaction of teaohers In their school 
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"Vliether or not a partioular teacher is happy» 
succeeds In his classroonif and mafces significant 
contributions to the overall school progr^? 
depends in no small measure upon his ability 
to fit smoothly into the ongoing structure of 
personal relations in which he finds himself. 


Yauch, A Willur C 1966 pp 993) 


Introduction 


Teacher-Teacher Relationship is a matter of para- 
mount Importanoe to develop and sustain, a healthy emotional 
and congenial atmosphere, so very essential for the smooth 
and effective functioning of the school. Teacher-Teacher 
Relationship determines the mental health of each teacher 
and speaRs of the tone of the school. Again, these relations 
may fairly serve as a model for student-student and student- 
teacher relationships in the school. 


James Monroe Hu^es ( 1967 pp 19-20), vtoile dis 


cussing encouraging factors for improving human relations 
in educations! organization, pin-points a common goal, "a 
goal unlqie to the educational group and shared by all 
members of the group. This is the common aim of providing 


the best possible education for the children, youth and 
adults vfeo come under their influence". Here it is quite 
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bespitting to quote James Monroe ass 


“Siis common goal of all educators is a potent, 
integrating factor, a unifying feature of the 
staff of evexy educational organization, and one 
which therefore, lends much encouragement to the 
educator who is interested in improving person^ 
relations* Actually, it is a goal which in itself 
should be construed to encon^ass the advancement 
of wholesome relations in every association within 
the school, teacher-pupil, teacher-teacher, teacher- 
administrator, administrator-public, or any other 
combination. How could an educational personnel 
be effective in getting others to Improve in the 
skills necessary for the improvement of their 
relationships if the personnel Itself exemplifies 
poor group relations?*^ 

About poor relationships among teachers Chaniberlain 

and others ( 1966 pp 398 ) have remarkeds 

"Poor relationships among staff memaberican be traced 
to a Variety of causes. Lack of administrative 
leadership is one of the causes. Instead of 
directing the thou^t and energy of teachers to 
problems of teaching and learning, the administrator 
permits their attention to focus on petty differences 
and personal irritations. Another cause is the 
failure of the school system to establish a definite 
philosophy and set of objectives to which teachers 
are asked to adhere. In the absence of these 
foundations, one teacher may hold to a point of 
view that is just the opposite of that held by 
another with the result that friction develops 
between them. Unethical conduct is occasionally 
a cause for dissension among the members of the 
staff. It may take the form of gossip, abuse and 
destructive criticism in public. Th^ victims of 
this type of disparagement naturally become,-, 
resentful and freqiently engage in counter measures. 
Disturbances arise now and then among teachers -vAien 
some of them shirk responsibilities and manage to 
secure a lighter load in terms of teaching assign¬ 
ments, extra-curricular activities, hall and lunch 
room duties or committee assignments,'* 

About good relationships, we quote Thirty Third 

Tear Book ( 1955 pp 216 ) of American Association of school 

Admini a trato rs * 
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Staff relationships are -v^en all members are 
working cooperatively and effectively toward goals 
that have meaning for the individual members of 
the staff and which promise to result in significant 
experiences for boys and girls. The development of 
such relationships is the foremost duty of the 
superintendent.” 

It is worth quoting this author again ( pp 219 ) 

®®Good staff relationships become means to an end. ” 

3he researcher painfully records that he finds no 
Research Study on these Relationships which may be referred 
to here. 

Measurement of Teacher°Teacher Relationship 

In our study of Pupil-Teacher Relationship, Teacher™ 
Teacher Relationship is one of the factors, we are studying 
here® So, we do not propose to study Teacher-Teacher Relation¬ 
ship in detail. This study is confined to only those 
teachers who are teaching different subjects to the 
which constitute the sample of this study. As stated earlier, 
we have two classes each for boys and girls. Here, we 
study teacher-teacher relationship in respect of the five 
teachers teaching in each of the four classes. In all, 
we study 4 groups, each group of 5 teachers, for the purpose 
of this study of Pupil-Teacher Relationship, 

Tile have discussed pupil-teacher relationship in our 
Chapter VI. The study of teacher-teacher relationship seeks 
to study what the teachers think and feel about their collea¬ 
gues. To find it out, teachers were requested to give choices 
among their colleagues, with whom they would like and dislike 






In our Sociometric Test of Teacher-»Teacher Bglation- 
ship, we had included three activities* For each activity 
the teachers were requested to give one name of the teacher 
with whom they would like to do that activity® similarly^ 
each teacher was asked to glvii one name of the teacher with 
whom he would not like to do that activity. That means each 
of the five teachers in each school was expected to give 
three acceptance as well as three rejection choices, Biat 
me alls we should have the maximum of 15 acceptance as well as 
15 rejection choices. But, it was found from the test, that 
instead of giving one particular name for one activity* some 
of the teachers bad written "All" or ••None**. So, this way, 
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the ehoiee vas eounted for all teaehers* That Is why9 w@ 
have more than the maximum of 15 ehoiees both in acoeptanees 
and rejeotions* 


TABLE aHOXJING MIIMBEIR OF CHOICES RECEIYM>._B 1 

TEAGHEKS THEIR COLLEAGUES 

TEST 


Number of Teachers receiving choices 
in each school » 5, 


31 a 

NOe 

t 

1 

t 

i 

School 

fl 

• Number of choices 

Received 

8 

t 

Acceptance 

1 

1 

1 

Rejection 

1 

1 

I 

B»1 


22 

t 

8 

20 




(4*40 ) 


(4.00) 

2 

8 

5^ 3 

1 

14 

t 

19 


8 

1 

(2*80 ) 

1 

(3*80) 

3 

8 

G-l 

8 

21 

t 

34 


8 

1 

(4.^ ) 

1 

(6.80) 

4 

f 

8 

G.,2 

1 

8 

15 

(3,00 ) 

t 

I 

15 

(3.00) 

5 

1 

f 

8 

Boys* Beal & 
B»2 

1 

36 

(3*60 ) 

1 

1 

39 

(3.90) 

6 

8 

8 

8 

Girls* <1-1 & 
G«2 

1 

8 

t 

'Vi 

(3*60 ) 

I 

8 

1 

49 

(4.90) 


- - Ji - 

Int erp ret ation s 


by teachers. 


1, In boys* ( B-1 and B»2) schools, we find on an 
average teachers receive 3.60 as acceptance and 3.90 as 
rejection choices from their colleagues. We can Infer from 
this that to our group of 10 teachers, teachers have mere 
rejection tocltoation than acceptance Inclination towards 
their colleagues. However, we ftod to school B-1, the 
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average acceptance choices to be more ( 4*40) than average 
rejection choices ( 4*00) received by teachers* 


2* In school G=l, teachers make on an average 
6*80 rejection choices but they make only 4*20 acceptance 
choices® Overall they make, on an average, 4*90 and 3*60 as 
their rejection and acceptance choices respectively* Ihis 
indicates more clearly that teachers in girls® schools have 
more rejection inclination than acceptance inclination tO“ 
wards their colleagues* 

3* In both boys* and girls' schools, teachers 
have more rejection than acceptance inclination towards 
their colleagues* But this tendency is found more strong 
in girls' schools than in boys' schools. 

S^udy of So do grams 

With the help of Sociometric Matrices, we have 
drawn four Sociograms for Teacher-Teacher Relationship. From 
these Sociograms we draw the following table: 


TABLE SHOWIHG PATTERNS OF TEAgRBErTKAgm 
RELATIONSHIPS IN FOUR SCHOOL AS jmimm 
BY aOGlQGRAMS . 


31. 

No. 


School 


Mutual 

choices 


One way choices ®PP 


One 
'choices way 


Accepts’Rejects* Accepts Rejects, 



, Boys’ B-l 
& B-2 
Gijfe' G-I 


3 

3 

3 

2 

6 


2 

1 

2 

2 

3 


Both 


1 

X 

X 

1 

1 












1» In boys’ schools we have 6 s 6 mutual acceptance 
and rejeotion choices. Ih school B-i, ye have 4 mutual 
acceptance choices and 2 mutual rejection choicesj but the 
order changes for school B«29 

But, in girls* schools we have 5 s 6.mutual accept® 
ano© and rejection choices* However, in school G®2, the 
ratio remains the same for mutual aecq)tance and rejection 
choices* This also indicates more bonds of mutual rejeetions 
than of acceptance in girls* schools* 

2« Tip have 4 s 6 ratio as far as one-sided 
acceptances or rejections are concerned In boys* schools. 

But this ratio is found to be 3 s 5 in girls' school. From 
this, we can infer, that in each school we have more one¬ 
sided rejections received by teachers than they are in rec^t 
of acceptance choices. In both^sohools, rejection inclination 

is indicated to be more than that of acceptance inclination 

i(»e 

prevalent in the Teacher-Teacher Relationships both infboys 
andj^irls* schools. However from the con^arative study of 
ratios in between acceptance and rejection choices, we can 
say this tendency is more strong in giUs* schools than in 

boys* schools. 

3, We find there are three teachers who eachange 
opposite choices in boys' schools but there are four teachers 
who enter into this exchange in girls* schools. This further 
substantiates our preceding interpretation. 





1« ^ere is found more rejection Inolinatiim 

than acceptanc© inclination in Teacher-Teacher Relationship 
both in boys® and girls* schools included in our saii^le® 

eft. 

2® The above tendency is ^ strong^ in girls* 
schools than in boys* schools» 


Part B - Teacher-Teacher Relationship as a factor 


ler-Put 


In this context we will examine the following two 
questions! 

(1) Do the students like teachers irfio are liked 
by their eolleagies? 

( 2 ) Do the students dislike teachers "vriio are dis¬ 
liked by their colleagues'? 

To study the above two questionsjt following tests 
and scales were useds 

(1) Five-point "Liking Scale for _ 

^ their colleagues for their personal liking for 

them. ( Appendix 4 ) 

Cli) Five-point Liking Scale for students to rate 
their teachers for their personal likings for 
them, ( Appendix 5 ) 

C'lii) Sociometric Test for Teacher-Teacher Relation¬ 
ship, (Appendix 11 ) 

(iv) Sociometric Test for Pupil-TeaCher Relation¬ 
ship ( Appendix 10 ) 

Five. |^olnt Liking Scale s 

To find out the relationship between the likings of 


1 . 
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teachers for their colleagues and students* likings for 
them (teachers), coefficients of correlation (r) between 
the scores of ratings of teachers received by them from 
their colleagues and students on five-point Liking Scale, 
were calculated and the results are tabulated belows 


table 


BETViEM 


ON T 




THECQLMASaJS 


Size of sample N = 5 
Degrees of Freedom ( NJX) s 3 



School 


Calculated value 

of **r'* 

o844 


*973 


t Boys* B«1 ' 

, B-2 ^ s 

I Girls* G-1 &* 

. G-2 


,140 


Significance 


, Not significant 
, Not significant 
t Very significant 
I Not significant 
’ Not significant 
* Not significant 


^ Size of sample N = 10 Degrees of _ 3 

In the Ca 3 « of boys' schools, ve find the yalnes^^ 
of -r" not Sl^nlflcsht. But for one girls' school dir 

IS found to be very significant end for the 

, "r" is not slgniaoant and negative. Bi 

0-2, the value of r is no e 

.sans in boys' schools, we do not find any 

relationship between the teachers as llhed by their collaa 
and Je teachers as llhed by their students. However, 


gues 












by colleagues are not liked by their studenti/Hien 

¥6 combine both boys® schools one one side and both girls® 
schools on the other side, we find values of '®r*® as ,131 
and «140 ( both not significant) for boys® and girls® 



received by each teacher from his students ( Sociometric 
Test, ^pendix 10 ) and from his colleagues ( Sociometrtc 
Test, Appendix 11)« 


TABLE SHOWING GOEFFIGIMTS OF GOKRELATIONCr) 



















1. ¥e find in. all the the values of ''r” 

are not significant. This shows there is not a notable 
relationship between the likings of students for teachers 
and teachers' likings for their colleagues, ¥e can say, 
it is not necessary that the teachers liked by their 
colleagues are also liked by their students. SiiBllaily, 
we can say, teachers liked by their students are not 
necessarily liked by their colleagues too. 


2, For school B«i, we find the value of ”r" as 
negative. This shows as if teachers liked by their collea¬ 
gues are disliked by their students. In the case of school 
B-2, we find the value of "r” as .462, an insignificant 
value. We can say, in boys* schools, teachers liked by 
their colleagues are not necessarily liked by their stu¬ 
dents . 

3. In the cases of bothf^girls* schools, values 





0d as el 
But 
a the p 

teachers are also liked by their colleagues® 

4® Interpretations made above are further subs¬ 
tantiated by the calculated values of "r'® for combined 
boys® and girls® schools. The value of "r" for girls® 
schools Is far higher ( ,548) than|'is for boys® school 
(®142), ¥e Can say, teachers liked by their colleagues 
in girls® schools have a tendency to be liked by their 
students, which tendency is quite insignificant in boys* 
schools, 

5, In conclusion, we can say, both in boys* and 
girls* schools, statistically we cannot Infer that there 


Values of "r'® for boys* schools(, 142jand for girls* schools 


in 7 k 




schools than in boys* schools. 






Q No, 2 - Do the students dislike teachers 
are disliked by their colleagues? 


Here, we have found out the coefficients of 
correlation (r) between the number of rejection choices 
received by teachers from their colleagues and students® 



TJBLE SHOWING GO EFFICIENTS OF GORRELAUQ Nf 
BIIWEKM THE HUMBER OF HEJECHOH CHOlGES ” 
ISQ^VED BYTeaCHEBS mOM THE COLLEAGUES 
M5_gE'UDEWTS ON SQGIQMETEIG TEST S 


a ; 

No. 

1 

I 

School ' 

Calculated values 
of “r" 

I 

1 

Significance 

1 ' 



i 

Not significant 

2 ' 

B«>.2 

.501 

( 

Not significant 

3 * 

G"»l 

,626 

t 

Not significant 

4 ' 

5 ' 

G-2 ' 

Boys* B»1 & 

‘ ».174 

1 

Not significant 

1 

B-.2 ' 

.403 


Not significant 

6 , 

« 

Olrls'G-l & ' 
0-2 : 

.131 

» 

9 

-J- 

Not significant 


Interp retation 


1. In all the Oasesi as cited above In the table, 
we find all the values of "r” as not significant. So, 
statistically, we can infer that there is no relationship 
between the dislikings of teachers for their colleagues 
and students* disllkings for the same teachers. 

2e In the Case of both Boys' schools, we have 
Calculated the values of "r** as «385 and .501. Both values 
are positive, l^e can infer from not significant 

there is a tendency in boys* schools, that teachers diS" 
liked by their colleagues are also disliked by their students. 

3. In the case of girls* schools, for one school 
G-2, we find the value of "r” as negative. From this we 
dan infer that in girls* schools^teachers disliked by their 
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colleagues may not be disliked by their students* 

4® Mien -we combine tw boys® schools and tTO 
girls® schools^ we calculate the values of ®®r’® as *403 and 
*131 respectively® We can say, however not significant, but 
there is a tendency in boys® schools that teachers disliked 
by their colleagues are also disliked by their students, 
while in girls® schools this tendency seems to be absent* 


3* Study of Teacher-Teacher Relationship as a 
factor in Teacher-Pupil Relationship with 
the help of Sociograms * 

From Chapter VI and table Mos* 1*9, 3*3, 4,6 and 
5*9 for schools B-l, B-2, G-1 and (j-2 respectively we have 
the following table* 


TABLE SHOWIRG TEACHERS ACCEPTED iHD REJECTED 
BY STUDENTS 


T 



9 

X 

I 


1 


1 


School 


B<» 1 


I 

2 I B-.2 


3 1 G-l 

! 

4 r 0.2 

f 

t_ 


1 ^ 

' Serial Humber of 

j-——— r . .i--- 


Teachers 


C4) _ (5) 

I ” ' 


' 45(93.74), IC 2*08), 9( 18*75) i 3( 6,25) 

« 2( 4.17 46(93,76)^16(31.25) 19(39*58)« 

6(21*43)'16(57.14), 24(85*72)' 10(35*72), 
’ 19C67*a6)» 2(7 .14) 2C 7.14)' 10(35*72) 


« 

t 

( 

I 

8 

S 

JL 


20(80.00)' 4(16,00)1 6(20,00) ' 18(72*00) ’ 
4(16*00)’16(64.00) ^ 14(56,00)* 5(20,00) i 


24(38.89)’ 4(14,82 
2( 7.41)'17(62.96 

* ______ 



4(14*82)® 
18(66,66), 


36(75,00) 

5(10*41) 

3(10,71) 

21(75.00) 

12(48.00) 

10(40.00) 

11(40.74 

16(59.26) 


Notes 


CD First row indicates the number of stud^ts accepting 
‘ ® toe teachers ahd second rov Indicates to. number 
rejecting the teacher on Sociometric Test. 


(11) Figures in parenthesis indicate the percentage of 
students accepting and rejecting the teacher. 
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With the help of this table^ ¥e discuss below the teach¬ 
ers accepted and rejected by their colleagues as depicted by 
Sociograms of Teacher-Teacher Relationship in respect of each 
one of our four sample schools a 

School 

1® Teacher No. 3 is accepted by all the teachers and 
is rejected by only one teacher. We can easily say, this teacher 
is accepted by his colleagies. 

But this teacher is accepted by 9(18,75^) and is 
rejected by 15(31*25^) students® We can hardly say, that 
this teacher, accepted by his colleagues, is accepted by his 
students too* 

2* Teacher No. 4 is accepted by 2 teachers and is 

rejected by none of his colleagues. 

But this teacher is accepted by only 3(6.2®^) and 
is rejected by 19(39.68^) students. 

We can hardly say that in this group teachers accepted 
by their colleagues are also accepted by their students. 

3. Similarly, teacher No . 1 and 5 are accepted by 
46(93.74® and 36(76,00^) students respectively. They are 
rejected by only 2(4.17i8) and 5(l0.41!«) students. 

But. both of these twj teachers are rejected by 3 of 
the four colleagues maklhg acceptance and rejection choices 
for them. However, they mutually accept each other. We say, 
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teachers liked by their students are not found to be liked 
by their colleagues in this school 

4» Teacher No* 2 is disliked by 3 teachers and is 
liked by only on© teacher* Again, this teacher is disliked 
by 46(93*75^) and is liked by only one student (2*08^). We 
can infer from this that the teacher disliked by his eolleagv^s 
is also disliked by his students in this group* 

5* In conclusion, we say, in this boys‘ school, 
teachers liked by their colleagues are not necessarily liked 
by their students but teacher disliked by his colleagues is 
surely not liked by his students* 

School B^2 . 

1* Teacher No. 1 is disliked by 3 of his 4 colleagues. 

We can say, he is di^iked by his colleagues* Again, he is 
disliked by 19(67.86^) and is liked by only 6(21*43^) students. 

2* Similarly, teacher No® 5 is disliked by his 3 
colleagues and is liked by only one. He is disliked by 
21(75.00^35 and is liked by only 3 (10,71^) students. 

We can say, teachers diaaiked by their colleagues are 
also disliked by their students in this School B-.2, 

3* Teacher Ho* 3 is liked by 24(85*72?^) students and 
is disliked by only 2(7.14^) students. We can say, this teacher 
Is accepted by students. 

But this teaeber enjoys one mutual rejection bohi and 
one acceptance bond with his colleagues. He also enjoys on* 
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aeceptanee as well as one rejeetion choices fiom the other 
two colleagues® We can say® this teacher,accepted by his 
student^ is hardly accepted by his colleagues. 

4® Teacher No® Sis accepted by 16(57® 14^) ahd is 
rejected by only 2(7*14^) students® can say this teacher 
is accepted by students® 

Ihis teacher is accepted by two teachers® But, he too, 
enjoys tii® mutual rejection bonds with his colleagi^s® We can 
hardly say this teacher is accepted by his colleagues® 

So the teacher liked by his students, is hardly 
accepted by his colleagues here. 

So Teacher No. 4 enjoys two mutual rejection as well 
as two acceptance bonds with his colleagues. He also receives 
one acceptance and one rejection choices® We say, he is hardly 
accepted or rejected by his colleagues® 

Similarly, this teacher is accepted as well as rejected 
by 10(35,72^) students. 

From the analysis of schools B-1 and B»2, we say that 
in our sample of two boys* schools, the teachers rejected by 
their colleagues are also rejected by their students® But 
teachers accepted by their colleagues are hardly accepted by 
their students and vice-versa. 

School G-1 . 

1® Teacher Nos 2 and 3 are rejected by 3 of their 
accepted by only one colleague each® 

t 


colleagues and are 



"Wfe find these teachers are accepted by 4(165^) and 
5(30^) students only* Again these ax© rejected by 16(64/2) 
and 14(56^) students* This illustrates teachers rejected 
by their colleagues axe also rejected by their students in 
this school® 

2* Teacher number 4 is disliked by 3 of her colleague 
But she is liked by 18(72^) and disliked by 5(20^) students. 
This goes against the Interpretation made for teacher numbers 
2 and 3 above* 

3* Teacher No 1 is liked by all the four teachers* 

She is also accepted by 20(80^) and is rejected by only 
4(16^) students* This indicates teacher accepted by her 
colleagues, is also accepted by her students in this school* 

4. Teacher No. 5 is both accepted and rejected by 
2 of har four colleagues each. Again, she is accepted by 
12(48^) and is rejected by 10(40^) students* 

Irfe say, in girls* school G«i, teachers rejected by 
their colleagues are not necessarily rejected by her students. 
But one teacher accepted by her colleagues is also accepted 
by her students. 

School G«2 . 

1. Teacher No. 4 is rejected by 3 of her 4 collea¬ 
gues, We say, she is rejected by her colleagues* 

She Is also rejected by 18(66,66^) and is accepted 
by only 4(14.82^) students. 

2. Similarly, teacher No, 5 Is rejected by two 
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teaoiiers and is accepted "by one teacher# Again, this teacher 
is accepted by only 11(40*74/^) students and is rejected by 
16(58#26^) students* 

We can say her© that teachers accepted by their 
colleagues are also rejected by their students® 

3® But, teacher No* 1 "who is rejected by 3 teachers 
and accepted by only one of her colleagues, is accepted by 
24(83*89^) students and only is rejected by 2(7.415^) students® 
This goes against the interpretation already made* 

We say, it is not necessary that rejected teachers by 
their colleagues are also rejected by their students* 

4, Teacher No® 3 is accepted by 22(81.48?S) students 
and is rejected by only 3(11*11^) students. She is also 
found to be accepted by 2 teachers and Is rejected by none. 

We say, an accepted teacher by her colleagues is also found 

accepted by her students* 

5, But, teacher No® 2, who is found accepted by two 
of her colleagues and rejected by none, is rejected by 1? 
(62.96??) students and is accepted by only 4 (14.32^) students. 
This goes against the interpretation already made® 

In conclusion from both the schools G»1 and Q»2, we 
can say that the teachers rejected by their colleagues are 
not neeossarily reject.d by tiielr students but teashers eooepted 
by their colleagues are Indicated to be accepted by their 

students too. 
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Gnncl U 3I on s 

1. In both the boys' and girls' schools, teachers have 
’floro rojoct^oj-i than acceptance Inclination towai^s their 

coll eif'tiios. Hut this tendency Is found more strong in the 
girls' schools than in the bovs' schools* 

2, There in no oig'h.ficant relationship between the 
teHc’aern* ItkingH for collf.'ag^ies and nt^idents' likings for 
these t.eacher.'u 

3» I'eachers accepted by their colleagies In boys' 
schools, arc found harflly accepted by students but there is 
an indication that teaohors accepted by their colleagues are 
also accented by tneir students In girls' schools, 

4, Gifflilarly, there is a more significant tendency 
in boys' schools, that teachers disliked by their colleagues 
are also disliked by their students, 

5, Teachers vho are fewnd ecpially accepted and rejected 
by their coIUiaw^^s, are also found equally accepted and rejected 
bv ti»lr stuients, 

6, From the conclusions arrived at from the study 
of only these four groups, it is difficult to generalise 
about the Issue under Investigation till we study a good 
number of such and larger groups '^#iich may be st«lied on the 
line* adopt«d here# 

Part 0 « Particulars about teacheri. 

llkod and disliked by th«ir it^ents.md 

colloasaaci * 
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In tervlev Sched ule for Teachers. 

Teachers were interyiawed by the researcher with the 
help of an Interview schedule C Appendix 19). Iliis elicited 
infoxToritlon about teachers regarding their age, e:^eriaic ®5 
family background and home conditions. The information is 
tabulated under the head '^Particulars about Teachers". Regard¬ 
ing categorization of family background and home conditions, 
following criteria have been adopteds 


61.No, 

* 

Criteria 

1 Category 

1 

Parents educated to at least gra¬ 
duation level and have their own 
house etc. 

» A 

2 

Parents educated to graduation 
level but do not possess their 

Own house etc. and vice-versa. 

' B 

3 

High School education and self 
supporting ffually. 

, C 

4 

Below High School ©ducatlorj and 
needs economic support. 

. ^ 


He discuss below the data given in the table under 
its various heads. 

1, Age J Students*likings and dislikings for 
teachers 

to know whtthtr there is a significant difference 
between the ages of teachers who are liked and disliked by 
stud@ntS| we have calculated the standard erwr of difference 
between the wan ages of teachers liked and disliked by students 
the respults of which are tabulated belows 
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Boys' school » Teachers liked/disliked b y boys 


Teachers No. Mean 



Liked « 5 ' 34s20 

Disliked i 6 ’ 38»50 

t 

« I 


SD 

1 

I 

3«70 

7*67 

I 


Significance 



D= 4*30, 1>= 3s54 

OR = 1*21, Eot 
significant 


2* Girls* scshool Teachers liked/disliked by girls 


""1' 

Teachers , 

No. 

1 

( 

....., 1 — 

Mean • 

-P- 

SD 

1 

Significance 

1 

Liked ‘ 

6 

, .. 1 >. . 

« 

1 

31,66 , 

4 . 07 ' 

D=l,5, "^S.lO 

Disliked \ 

6 

1 

33*16 ’ 

6,4x1 

OR = .048, Not 

t 


1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

significant 


Vfe do not find any significant difference between 
the mean ages of liked and disliked teachers by students* We 
cannot say if age has any relevance in likings and dis“ 
likings of students for their teachers. But in both boys* 
and girls® schools, we have higher mean age for disliked 
teachers than for liked teachers. We can say young age is a 
contributory factor for teachers to be liked by their stu¬ 
dents* 

Teachers likings and disliklngs for their 

Wte find the standard error of difference between 
the ages of teachers liked and di^iked by their colleagues 
so as to determine the iiq)aot of age level of teachers for 






















Teachers , 

No. 

Mean 

1 

. SD 

Liked , 

5 

i 

, 38,80 

7,33 

Disliked 1 

3 

34,75 

« 4,20 


SD , Significance 


7,33 , D=4,05, ]>:3.80 


I significant 


2, Girls* schools Teachers liked/disliked by their 

colleagues. 


Teachers 

Liked 

Disliked 


Mean 

SD 

1 1 

Significance 

33,75 

1 

’ 3,63 , 

D=1.76,'^=3,02 

32,00 

' 6,30 » 

CR=.057, Not 


I 

\ \ 

significant 


We do not find any significance betiireen the mean ages 
of teachers liked and disliked by their colleagues. Biat 
means age is no factor for teachers to be liked and disliked 
by their colleagues. But, old age, is a contributory factor 
for teachers being liked by their 

higher mean age for teachers being llked^^jf that of teachers 

being disliked by their colleagues. 

Bils is further substantiated by the following table! 















470 


Table SHom^lG COEFFIGIMTS of COmELATIOM Cr^ 
BETWEEN THE AGES OF TEACHERS AND LIKINGS. OF 
^TlIMmL.m.OOLLEAGU.EB_F.OB 
POINT LIKING SCiOi^ES 


School 

t 

, Calculated values of 

•*r** for 

■~T----- ---— 

, Significance 


’ Students ' 

Colleagues 

) 

a»i 

‘ 

j -*178 

*» e 344 

I 

Not significant 

t 

B^2 

, ^e40l 

-*523 

,lSot significant 

G-.1 

' +e468 j 

e531 

Not significant 

t 

G»a 

-«336 > 

1 

-----!-- 

*751 

«Not significant 

1 


SftaflljLJ>alo4a 

lo Age plays no significant role for teachers being 
liked or disliked by their students and colleagues* 

2 * loung age of teachers is favourable for being 
liked by students, sad old age is favourable for being liked 
by their colleagues. Again, this holds good laore for boys' 
schools than for girls' schools as may be from the 

comparative slaes of oritlcal ratios in both^schools. 

2. Designation: Students' likings and di sliklngs for 

teachers » 

In our sample, in boto boys' and girls' sehools, five 
Post-graduate teachers (POD and five trained graduate 
teachers (TOD are Included. FoUoving table shovs as to 
bow many.PGTs and TGTs are liked and disliked by their 

students* 




















we find ratio of PGTs and TGTs liked by boys comes 
to 4 il 9 This very ratio remains Ul for girls® 

Ag ai n, for boyS) ratio of PGTs and TGTs disliked by 
boys comes to Is5® This very ratio comes to Is2 for girls® 

We can infer in our sample more PGTs are liked by 
boys than the IGTs are. But girls make no difference in 
this regard, amllarly, boys dislike far n»re XGTs say 
5 times to PGTs but girls dislike IGTs only 2 times to PGTs 


T eadhere * Hkln ^s and di_ 3 likir^ 

•Pnr their colleague^ e 

As discussed aboye. ve discuss belov number of PGTs 
snd TOTS liked and disliked by their colleagues. 



Liked 

Disliked 

















472 


More TGTs are liked than PGTs bjr men teachers® But 
women teachers have equally well liked PGTs and TGTs® 

Similarly more PGTs are disliked by men teachers 
■s^ereas rwre TGTs are disliked by women teachers than 

<^/lUL 

PGTs|\in our sample® 

Conclusions 

1® In girls' schools PGTs and TGTs are liked by 
their students and colleagues in equal ratios® 

2® In boys' schoolsj boys have liked more PGTs than 
TGTs 5 whereas men teachers have liked more TGTs than PGTs® 

3. In girls' schools TOre TGTS than PGTs are dis® 
liked by both students and teachers® 

4® In boys* schools teachers dislike less TGTs than 
PGTs but boys disliked more PGTs than TGTs® 

3® Teaching Eaperience: Students* likings and dlslikltigs 

for teachers and their teaching 
experience . 

T6 determine the effect of teaching essperience of 
teachers in their being liked and disliked by their students, 
the standard error of difference between the years of ex¬ 
perience of teaching of teachers liked and disliked by stu¬ 
dents have been determined and the results are tabulated 


below* 








I 

Liked ' 6 

Disliked j 6 


10,33 4.34 

t ‘ 

10,5© 3.68 

! ' 



I>=.17, ^ =2,92 

GH= .058, Not 
significant 


Not significant differentebetween the years of 
e^^erience of teachers liked and disliked by students, shows-jM- 
in our sample, the duration of experience of teachers has 
played no role in the likings and dislikings for them by 
students. 


Teachers* likings and dislikings for their 



Tb determine the effect of teaching experience of 
teachers on their being liked and disliked by their colleagues, 
the standard error of difference between the mean experience 
of teachers liked and disliked was calculated, the results of 
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’Which are tabulated belowi 


Boys' schools 


Teachers liked agid disliked by thei r 



Teachers? 

f 

Ho. 

1--- 

‘ Mean 

1 

—(- 

? SD 

1 

1 

’ Significance 

i 

B 

Iiiked ' 

5 

, 16.80 

( 

1 9.45 

1 

! Ds6.55j ^^4,40 

Disliked 1 

1 

10 

' 10.25 

1 

t 

‘ 3.91 

1 

1 

'gBe 1.48, Mot 
’ significant 

j_ - 


Girls' schools 


Teachers ' 

1 

1 

No. 

\ 

1 

1 

Mean 

" "1 '■ ■ 

1 

« 

« 

SD 

1 

' Significance 

1 

< 

Liked • 

4 

1 

11.76 

t 

1 

2.94 

‘ ]>= 1.75,^2.18 

1 

Disliked 


1 

10.00 

1 

5,08 

, OR = .802, Not 



1 


1 


j significant 

1 


1 

■MIU . III . - 

1 


----—. 


We find in our saisple of the studyj the teaching 
experience of teachers has paid no p€«^®^in their Iteing liked 

or disliked by their colleagues. 

This is further substantiated by the following table* 


School 

Calculated values of **r'* for 

— ,—- 

J Significance 

Students 

' Colleagues 

f 

I 

Bwl 

*148 

' .054 

I Not significant 

B-2 

-.024 

‘ .109 

' Not significant 


.sso 

, *668 

I Not significant 

iwx 

G.*2 

-.192 

; .831* 

J Not significant 


♦ Significant at .05 level. 


Tmn ff .qtfnuTNG GQEFFIGIMTS OF gQ RhEIt^IQliC r 

r, -P at? T-P Ar.'H'g.P.Cl 

BJ 



'fHM OH LIKIMG SCALES 
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f ajoily backggound and home conditions * 

In boys® schools* there are three teachers ■sAio fall 
in ’'D“ category of family background and home conditions* 

All are found to be disliked by students® However, there 
are 4 teachers of "C* category liked by students but 2 of 
the same category are disliked too. 

Similarly, there are 2 teachers who are only disliked 
by students in girls® schools. find these two teachers 
to fall in "G" category as far as home conditions and family 
background are concerned. Hera, no teacher falls in "D" 
category. 

We can say, in our study, the teachers with their 
poor family background and home conditions have been found to 
be disliked by their students. However,freverse is not true, 
as teachers belonging to «A" category have also been found 
to be disliked as well as liked by their students. 

As far as teachers® likings and dislikings for their 
colleagues are concerned, nothing can be concluded as all 
Categories of teachers have both been liked and disliked by 
their colleagues. A full-fledged study on this topic can 
be conducted. 

6, Married *yid Unmarried teachers . 

In our boys’ schools, out of 10 teachers, two are 
uMiarrled and eight are married. Both unmarried teachers have 
been found to be dlsllhed by their colleagues but liked by 

their students. 
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In our girls® schools, out of 10 teachers, 5 are 
married and 5 are unmarried® Here, we find 3 unmarried 
teachers are disliked by their students and only one is liked 
by the students* One unmarried teacher is found to be both 
liked and disliked by hey studeits* However, 3 married 
teachers are liked, 1 is disliked and 1 is liked and disliked 
by their students. We can, therefore, say that in our study 
In girls® schools, married teachers are found to be liked 
and unmarried teachers are disliked by their students® 

However, 2 married teachers are found to be liked 
and 3 are found to be disliked by their colleagues. Again 
3 unmarried teachers are disliked and one is liked by her 
colleagues. We say, nothing definite can be inferred from 

this® 



It is difficult to generalize the things from Uie 
results of tUe four groups, but conclusions arrired at are 
not Insignificant, Teachers' teaching experience plays no 


part in being lilted and disliked by students, but young 
age Is a contributory factor In being liked by students. We 


may say, let us retain young teachers in schools and ei- 
parlenoed teachers with age, may be assigned other Important 

assignments connected with school organization. Lotus 

recruit teachers with a good family baclcground.mM:«-<<«t,1<-> 
.omen teaBhers are liked and unmarried are not liked, further 
suggests not to emphasize unmarried teachers employed In 
school who are not found to cherish the likings of students. 




shows teachersfwho can devote more attention to students 
are liked by their students. However, this needs a th©rough 
study. 
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STDDEMT-STUMT RELATIONSHIP 


Introduction 


“Of the person* s entire human environment^ that part 
irfhich enters into fac© to face relationships is in¬ 
comparably the most important to his development® 
Those who are direct associates not only exert the 
most profound influence 5 but they are the only 
through which association with other person beyond 
the immediate circle can have any effect. 


Phenix ( 1953 pp 193 ) 


In the complex of human relationships in the classroom 
set up, student-student ( peer group ) relations occupy a 
strategic position, Phenix has well emphasized the signifi¬ 
cance of peer group relations and have indicated its importance 
towards the establishment of good teaCher-pupil relationship 
in the class. Necessarily, students’ immediate circle remains 
the peer group clrele. Bi this context it is quite befitting 
to quote Gronlund ( 1959 pp 235 ). 


“Thft imnortance of peer acceptance to children and 
adolescents and the pressure of the peer 
individual pupils are frequently overlooked by 
teachers, factors can be disruptive and dis- 

t-nrhine influences in the classroom or they can 
r-^nSrlbltrto ^re effective learning e?frlences. 
?he effect they have on the gaming 

itlSpAo^tmderstand and improve the pupils social 
relations. '* 
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In this Chapter^ ¥© will have a profile of student- 
student relationship in each one of the schools and will 
probe into the question as to how the students accepted or 
rejected by their classfellows are held by their teachers® 

In its ovm way, this type of study has its own unique position^ 
as^ to the best of his knowledge, the researcher has not been 
able to come across such a study. 

Analyslss Part A - Study of Student~Student Relationship . 

Student”Student relationship i.e. how do the students 
like or dislike each other has been studied with the help of-l-l^ 
following two toolss 

(1) Five-point Liking Scale C Appendix 6 ), 

(2) Soeiometrlc Test ( Appendix 12 ). 

I* ^ivc-point Liking Scale 

Here the students have rated their classfellows accord¬ 
ing to their likings for each of them as like, ’'the most", 

"more than others", "like others", "less than others" and 
"the least ".^following table shows the distribution of these 
ratings on this Liking Scale in each one of the four schools 
included in our study. 


NIJMBFR of RATIMSS IM each SGiiO.O_L. 



SI.No.; 

1 

School 

1 Raters ' 

. (B - 1) , 

R^tees 

.Total Ratings 

;n(n - 1) 

1 

1 

B-1 

' 47 ' 

43 

' 2256 

X 1 

2 

B-2 

' 27 ' 

23 

' 756 

3 : 

4 t 

1 

G-1 

G-2 

' 24 • 

' 26 1 

1 1 

25 

27 

' 600 

1 702 

1 







B»1 I334C14.31)’*‘'507C22,47)’823(36.43) '325(14.41) |267( 11.S3) ,2256 

B»2 *128(16.93) ',192(25. 39) 1221(^.24); 147(19.45)’ 6S( 8.99)’756 

G-1 ’l06(l7.67) , 146(24.33), 187(31.17), 99(16.50)1 62(10.33) J 600 
G..2 ’117(16.67) '191(27.21)' 234(33.33) I 95(13.53)' 65( 9.26)^702 

! . . . , I_ 


* Figures in parenthesis indicate percentage values. 

The higher scale values (5 & 4)stand for liking of a 
student for the ratee student, middle scale value (3) which stands 
for "like others" —“ represents an indifferent feelings of 

the rater for the ratee and low scale values (2 & 1) which stand, 
for'like less than others" and "the least" virtually depict the 
disliking of the rater for the ratee student, Accordingly we have 
the following taSle from the above table of distribution of ratings 


in different scale values. 


STU DENTSONTHE 







School 

B-l 

B-2 

G-1 

G-2 


Liking 


Higher 
(5 &4)_ 

841(37.88) 

320(42.32) 

252(42.00) 

308(43.88) 


Scale Values 

Mddle"” 

- 

323(36,48) 
221(29.24) 
187(31.17) 
234(33,33) ' 


Lower 


Total 


^2(26.24) I 2256 
215(28.44) ‘ 756 

161(26.83) « 600 

160(22.79) ; 702 


M _ III» I 

w, find that in no school, even half (50^) ratings 
fall in higher seal, values. Again. W 
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»ore thaii 25^, ratings fall m lower stale values. This 
pattern of aistrlbutlon gives a gloomy pioture of student- 
student relationship as Is analysed below, 

We have sal.1 that ratings In the higher scale values 
represent likings, ratings In lower scale values represent 
dlsllklngs and the ratings In middle scale values exhibit 
indifferent feelings of the raters for the ratees. We arrive 
at the following table from the above table showing by how 
many stiadents on an average, a student is liked or disliked 
or cherishes indifferent feelings* 


SA&kS._S5QWlL(LJ8JC .HOW MABY CLassfkt.t.ows on an 


-r 

School 

On an 

average, a student 

. V| ■ 

is » 

1 

Total 

students 

i 

s 

Liked 

1 

Disliked 

Indifferert* 

1 

< 

B««l j 

17*53 

1 

1 

12.33 , 

17.12 , 

47 

B«2 , 

11,43 

i 

7.63 

7.89 - , 

27 

C.»l ’ 

10.08 

i 

i 

6.44 1 

5.92 , 

) 

7.48 , 

24 

g«2 ; 

9 

11.40 

9 

9 

8,66 1 
« 

26 


Kenomers (1964 pp 3S3) in his discussion of *'Technl« 
ques for Analysing Sociometric Data” has quoted Proctor, C,H 
and Loomis, C.P (195l). According to Proctor and Loomis, we 
have! 

C 

Choice Status (CS) = _, Rejection Status(RS)=: -w-r- 

N-X ^ N-.1 

Choice Rejection Status s GS-RS 

In the ahois® table ve have actually calculated on 

an average both a choice status and rejection status of a 
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student in each one of the schools* If we calculate choice- 
rejection status, we arrive at the following conclusionJ 

TiiBLE SHOWING ON m AVERjlGE A GHO IC E-REJEGTl OU 
status of a STUEEMl IH ‘IHE GLASS 


I 

School * 

t 

1 


B-2 

G“»l 

G-S 


On an 

. . I 

Choice ' 


17*52 , 

11.43 
10.08 
11.40 ' 


average status 
Rejection « 


12.33 

7.68 

6*44 

5.92 


Choice-Rejection 


4.19 

3.75 

3.62 

5.48 


It is, however, encouraging that for all schools, we 
find greater choice-status than rejection status of the stu¬ 
dent among his classfellows. We __ study further this 

very question of student-student relationship from sociometric 
Test C Appendix 12 ) to arrive at some definite conclusion. 

In the sociometric Test of student-student relation¬ 
ship , each student was requested to give three names anmng his 
classfellows withWhtrahe would like to associate in each one 
of the three activities included In the test. Similarly, he 
was also asked to give names with \Aiom he would not like to 
associate. In all, each student was to givej|! acceptance and 
^ rejection choices. Wfe have arrived at four Sociometric 
M^rices of these relationships in each one of four schools. 
The following table gives a profile of the choices made by 














1. Except for school B-1, we find students have 


made hundred per cent choices. We can say^ the test was quite 
effective to getting the likes end dislikes of students enlisted 


2, In hoys' schools ( B-1 & B-2) equal numher of 
students ^72) receive acceptance as well as rejection choices, 

3, In girls' schools ( G-1 and G-2) 52 students 
receive rejection choices and 49 students get acceptance choices 


4 , In three schools, we find more students getting 
rejection choices than acceptance choices. This indicates stu¬ 
dents have rejection inclination towards nore number of students 
than they show ecoeptance inclination. We infer poor rela 


ships among students. 

In soclometrlc Matrices, we find for each student, the 
number of students ,giving bto acc? tance and rejection choices. 
For each school we have arrived at a table showing each student 
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placed In different sociotnetric categories by his class™ 
fellows* Tiiese categories are f^med with the following 
criteria. 


1, Aficeptee - Here those students are included whos 

(i) get only acceptance choices; 

Cii) are accepted by double or more than 
double the number of students by "^om 
they are rejected. 

2. Rejectee - Here those students are included idios 

(1) get only rejection choices; 

(ii) are rejected by double or more than 
double the number of students by idiom 
they are accepted. 


3» Neglectee » Students who are accepted and rejected by 

equal number of students or with a difference 
of one or two students rejecting and accept¬ 
ing thimare included In this category. 

4* Isolate - Students who are accepted or rejected by 

the maximum of 2 or 3 students are Included 
in this Category. 

Following the above criteriat we arrive at the follow¬ 
ing tables 
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Interpretation 

1* For school B-,1 and G~l, we find an eq.ual number 
of students placed in aceeptee said rejectee categories. In 
school G-2, 37,04^ and 33.33^ students are placed in acceptee 
and rejectee categories -• the difference being not so signi¬ 
ficant. We say^ in these schools nearly equal number of 
students are accepted and rejected by their classfellows. 

We Cannot conclude that this is a happy picture of student- 
student relationship. However, in school B-2, we find a com¬ 
fortable state of affairs where ^.29^ students are placed in 
acceptee and 28.57^ students are placed in rejectee categoifes. 

2, Again in combined schools B-l + B-2 and G-l +* G»2, 
we find the same picture. In boys' schools 35,53^ and in 
girls' schools 34*62^ students are placed in acceptee category. 
Similarly, we find 31,585^ and 32,69^ students placed in rejectee 
category in boys' and girls' schools respectively. However, 
not veiy significant, but we find more percentage of students 
falling in acceptee category in boys’ schools and more per¬ 
centage of students falling in rejectee category in girls’ 

schools, 

3, We say, an equal number of students are liked 
as well as disliked by their elassfellows both in boys' and 
girls' schools, which does not give us a good picture of 
student-student relationship in these classes. Again, com¬ 
paratively more students are accepted in boys' classes thsn 

in girls' whereas more students are rejected in girls' olasses 

than in boys'. 




Part B 
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"■ S tudy of Student-Student Relationship as a 
factor in Tea ch er-Pu pil Relati onshi p. 

-irn—[m Tin iii TH i mii iiiiiii "^^mnnninirT^^i 

In our chapter IX, we have studied whether the teachers 
liked by their colleagues are liked by their students or vice* 
versa. On the same lines, here we study the following tm 
questionsi 

I 

Q Wo, 1 - Do the teachers like students viho are liked 
by their classfellows? 

Q No. 2 - Do the teachers dislike students who are 
disliked by their cl as sf allows? 

In our chapter VI, we have discussed the students 
liked and disliked by their teachers. In this chapter, in the 
preceding pages, we have studied the students liked and dis¬ 
liked by their students. We will study the above two questions 
in the light of these two analyses. 

Q No. 1 - Do the teachers like students who are 
liked by their classfellows ? 

As stated earlier, students have rated their class- 
fellows and teachers separately on two different five-point 
Liking Scales i Appendix^ 4 s-), We have two sets of scores for 
each student, one from the ratings of students and the other 
from the ratings of teachers. We have found out the coefficients 
of correlation between these two sets for each one of the two 
schools, the results of which are tabulated below: 
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I^LE_SH0WIIJG G QBFFIGIENTS of GQRRELAKQ Jf BETWEM 

BY^U D ^S o¥ mElpOlNr ' 
falKIMG gGALEg. ,..glQM-'BilIR GLASSFELLOWS MD TE4GH.'BRS 


' No. of (N) 
School « students 


Degrees of • 
C N-2 ) , 

F rea dom 


Calculated ’ 


1 

4S 

' 46 

t 

f 

, «S01 

1 

Yeiy signifi¬ 
cant 

B»2 

3 

, 26 

* ,775 

* -do- 

? 

j -do- 

G-1 « 

1 

25 

' 23 

1 

1 

Om 2 ^ 

,— -1 r*- „ 1, 

27 

* 25 

--i- 

’ ,462 

J 

’ Significant 


¥e find all the values of "r” very significant except 
in the case of school G-2, -sAiere too, we find the value of 
‘®r” significant at ,05 level of confidence* This is further 
substantiated by the study of the Socioinetric Test. In Socio- 
metric Test ( i^pendix ) students have made 3 choices in 
order of preference for each one of the three activities in¬ 
cluded in the test. We have added up the score of each stu¬ 
dent for his choices received -with arbitrary weightages of 
+3, +2 & +1 assigned to choices of acceptances and rejections 
respectively. First preference acceptance choice was assigned 
the weightage of +3 ,second: preference^+a and third^+1. Simi¬ 
larly negative weightages were given to rejection choices. 

Similarly, teachers have made choices for students 
on Sociometric Test C Appendix 9 ). Here too the choices 

were assigned weightages as discussed above. 

We have two sets of Sociometric Score for each student 
and we have calculated the relationships between the two, the 
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results of which are tabulated below? 


GOSFFIGXMTS OF GQRRJiIL ATION BETWEM 

THrt "rl^ TTt'Ty'TnTV irsTr' .-rt i-n ^tvt yv\ » i. yw 



* No, of 

School « students 

. (N) 


' Degrees of ^ 
• Freedom 

, (N»2) 


Galcuiated* 
values of 9 


Sigalficance 


I 


B«l 

' 48 

1 

46 

*721 

1 

B™2 


( 

26 

®702 

s 

G^l 

' 25 

1 

I 

t 

23 

t «531 

G-.2 

» 27 

9 

25 

9 »391 


I 

. .~ i i 


I 

Veiy si gulf i- 
^ cant 

4 m (^Qb® 

I 

i 

j Significant 

j--—.— 


We come to the same conclusions as arrived at from 
five-point Liking Scales* We may infer from it, that students 
liked by their classfellows are also liked by their teachers® 
However, from both the tables, we find the values of "r'® 
greater for boys' schools than for girls' schools and in the 
oas© of girls' school G-2, the value is found to be signifi¬ 
cant only at »0S level, w© can say, it indicates, this tendency 
( students liked by classfellows are also liked by their 
teachers) is found to be more strong in boys' schools ’ 

'im girls' schools® 

From the following four tables, v-. one for the 
. school, we find as to how many students accepted by 
students are also accepted by teachers® 

















1 . In all the schools, we find most of the students 
accepted by their classfellows have also been placed in aooaptee 
category? It means they have not been given any rejection choice 
by any of their teachers on Sociometrio Test, 

2, we find one acceptee student In each case in 
schools B.1, B.2 and G -2 placed in rejectee category by their 
teachers l.e. these students received only rejection choice 
from their teaoher/s. However, in school G-2, we find no 
acceptee by her classfellows is rejected by her teachers. 

These points substantiate that students accepted by 
their classfellows are also accepted by tbeir teachers. - 


Q Ho. 2 - TW, the teachers disltee s tudents sfao are_ 
HicilTced by their classfellows- 


This tendency that students disliked hy their class 
allows are also dislilted by their teachers Is depicted by the 
dgnlflcant values of “r" both In the cases of scores received 
,y students on five-point UWng Scales and Sociometrlc Tests 
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f’rooi their classfellows and teachers® l^e will discuss this 
^nestion on the basis of number of rejected students by their 
classfellows placed in different sociometric categories by 
their teachers® 

Ti^LE SHOTOG NUMBER OF STUDMTS REJECTED BY 

P diffemt SOCIQ.^ 

HEIRIG GATEG0SIB3 BY THEIR TEAGHEas ® 


1 

School , 

Wo. of 1 

Rejectees 

by students ' 

• 

Placed in by teachers 


1 

! 

■B 

Rejectee' 

t 

Isolate' 

1 

Keglec tee 

Baal 1 

16 1 

0 « 

5 ' 

9 « 

2 

B-.2 

3 

2 ' 

3 ' 

1 > 

2 

G-1 , 

3 , 

4 

4 ' 

0 • 

0 

G«w 2 i 

1 

9 1 

1 

3 ' 

1 

9 

2 

0 1 

9 

4 


Interpretation 

1, In boys’ school B-i, we find only 5 out of 16 
rejected students by their classfellows are also rejected by 
their teachers. In boys' school B»2, out of 8 rejected students 
by their class-fellows 2 are accepted by their teachers and 3 
are rejected by them. This does indicate students rejected by 
their classfellows are not necessarily rejected by their 
teachers. 

2, In girls’ school G-1, out of 8 students rejected 
by their classfellows, 4 are rejected by their teachers and 

4 are accepted by them. Iti girls' school G-2, out of 9 
students rejected by their classfellows, 3 are accepted and 2 
are rejected by their teachers. This does show that rejected 
students by their classfellows are accepted by their teachers* 



















In the above tables, we have studied those who a^e 
both accepted and rejected by their students and teachers. 
There are more students lAio are accepted or rejected by their 
teachers as shown in the following tables 































lo In. boy* s school B-1, none of the accepted stu¬ 
dents by teachers has been found to be rejected# Howe's^er, in 
boy’s school B-s, out of 6 students accepted by teachers, 2 
are rejected by students# But this does not ensure that stu¬ 
dents accepted by teachers are rejected by their classfellows 

in boys* schools# 

2* In girl's school G-l, we find out of 5 students 
accepted by teachers, 3 are rejected by their classfellows# 

t^fl-school G-2, all the three students accepted by teachers 
are rejected by students. 

Similarly, we discuss below the number of students 
rejected by their teachers placed in different sociometric cate 


gories by their classfellows. 



Ihls table indicates that there is no tendency on 
the part of teachers to accept students who are rejected by 


their classfellows. 
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COHGLUSIOWS 

1« equal aumber of students are found to be 
accepted as well as rejected in. each class by their class- 
fellows e 

2e Comparatively more percentage of students are 
found to be accepted by students In boys' schools than, in 
girls^ schools, 

3. Comparatively more percentage of students are 
found to be rejected by students in girls' schools than in 
boys® schools, 

4. From the above three points, it is clear that 
we find poor relationship amongst students but comparatively 
student-student relationships are poorer in girls' schools 
than in boys' schools, 

5. Ohere is a tendency that students liked by their 
classfallows are also liked by their teachers. But this 
tendency Is found to be stronger in boys’ schools than in 
girls* schools. 

6. The students disliked by their classfellows are 
not necessarily disliked by their teachers In boys* schools, 

7. The students disliked by their classfellows may be 
found to be liked by their teachers in girls' schools. 

8. The students accepted by their teachers are not 
necessarily disliked by their classfellows in boys* schools. 

9. me students accepted by their teachers are found 
their classfellows in gixls' schools. 


to be rejected by 
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10^ %e students rejected ty their teachers are not 
accepted by their elassfellovs tooa 

1/fe may conclude that the students accepted or rejected 
by their classfellows are also accepted or rejected by their 
teachers and vice-versa® Here one responsibility is inferred 
for teachers* het the teachers accept maximum number of 
students? they will also be accepted by their classfellows* 
Here? the teacher is found to be the custodian of human 
relations in his class. 

In girls' schools, there is a tendency, that the 
students rejected by their classfellows are accepted by 
teachers. But this tendency remains absent in boys* schools. 
Teachers should find out what students are being rejected by 
their classfellows and set the things right deliberately so 
that none of the students suffers from rejection from his 
classfellows or from his teachers. 

Again, In girls' schools, we find students accepted 
by teachers are rejected by their classfellows. Here the 
teachers should take caution, mey should not be attached 
to only a few students in the class, lest these very students 
are said to be "pet" and are disliked by their classfellows. 

We have a sorry state of affairs, when we find again 
sttid.nts tejectsd Dy teachers, are not eren accepted by their 
classfellovs. This means there are students who are accepted 
neither by their teachers nor by their classfellows. 

















CHAPm n 
INTELLIGMGE 


Grenlund has concluded his survey of studies relating 
to intelligence and sociometric status among peers in the 
following words* 


** Apparently the relationship between intelligence 
and sociometric status is similar to that between 
Intelligence and achievement. S'or example^ low 
intelligence is predictive of low achievementj but 
high Intelligence does not assure high achievement, 
since so many factors ( i*e® motivation, study 
habits etc.) other than intelligence enter into 
achievement. Like-wise, low intelligence may inter¬ 
fere with acceptance by peers but high intelligence 
is not a sufficient condition for high peer group 
acceptance. Other qualities and characteristics 
must also be present. This probably accounts for 
the relatively low correlation coefficient reported 
between intelligence and sociometric status where an 
entire group has been considered. ** 


Gronlund ( 1950 pp 192) 

However, we do not find studies ’^ere the relationship 
between intelligence of students and their being accepted or 
rejected by teachers is studied. This Chapter deals with this 

pertinent question. 

Selection of Intelligence Test 

In India we have a veiy liaited choice in the selection 
of the Intelligence Test. Following three group tests of in- 
telllgence are popular in the Hindi speaking areas of northern 

India. 
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^ Verbal Test of Intelligence 

Standardized at the Central Institute of Education^ 
Delhi, for the age group 12+, 13+, 14+ and for 
lower ages too. 

(b) Verbal group test of Intelligence 

Standardized at the Bureau of Psychology, Allahabad 
UbP. for age group 12+, 13+ & +14. 

(c) Verbal group test of Intelligence 

Standariized by Dr. Jalota of Baharas Hindu 
University for pupils of eighth to eleventh 
grades, 

Dr» Jalota '3 test, which is in Hindi ( Appendix 7 ) 
is claimed to be useful in Hindi speaking areas. It is reported 
that by now, the test has been applied to over 18,000 school 
going students in some 70 studies. At present, the test is 
being widely used by Central Bureau of Educational and Vocational 
Guidance and State Bureau of Educational and Vocational Guidance, 


Rajasthan. 


This test includes elements of vocabulary, number 
series etc, as gi®en belows 


31.No. 


Items relating to 


I 

% 


No, of items 


1, 

2 . 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6 . 

7, 


Similars 

, Opposites 

Number series 
« Classification 

8 Best Answers 

t Inferences 

t Analogies 


1 

* 

! 

t 

S 

t 

J. 


lO 

10 

10 

10 

20 

20 

20 


The whole 
in twenty minutes. 


test consists of lOO items to be completed 
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The lower limit of reliability of the test was found to be 
0«938 by the author* The validity coefficient of the test was 
found by correlating with the common criteria of school examination 
marks* These values are reported to range from -HD*50 to +0*70. 

In. administering the test, the instructions in the 
Manual were meticulously followed and the answer™sheets were 
scored with the help of the scoring key. 

Nonas in terms of various classes ( 8th to 11th ) and age 
groups (13-16 years^have been set up. The Manual also gives 
a conversion table for determining mental age from raw scores 
on the test* y!e have calculated the IQs of all students. 

iQs of Students 

We tabulate below the IQs of students in different cate¬ 
gories ( Terman, 1916 pp 79). 

TABLE StiOmNG IQS OF STUDENTS 


IQ I Category »■ 


Number 




140-above Genius, 5( 10,42 ) 

130-1^.Very sHpe<-i 4 ( 29 , 16 ) 
I rior I 

120-129 Superior , 8(13.67) 

I 

110-119 Above ‘ 6(12.50) 
* average , 

90 -109’ Average 

80 -89 >Below 
average 


70 -39 

IsliUiL-. 


Dull 


'11(22,92) J 
J 4(8 .33) ) 

I ’ 

, 0 ( 00 . 00 ) ( 


c of 

students 


1 Total 

B-2 

' G-1 

I G-2 

o 

o 

o 

o 

o 

)' 3(12.00) 

' 3(11.11) 

’ lie 3.59) 

1( 3.57) 

. 1( 4.00) 

’ 1( 3.70) 

>17(13.28) 

3(10.71) 

3(12,00) 

' G(QO.OO) 

1 14(10.94) 

6(21.43) 

’ 4(16.00) 

s 

1 7(25.93) 

• 23(17.97) 

8(28,57) 

*8(32.00) 

f 

6( 22. 22) 

’33(25.78) 

5(17.86) 

13(12,00) 

,4(22.22) 

116(12.50) 

5(17,86) 

1 

13(12.00) 

1 

,6(14.82) 

•14(10.94) 


i’^nooTooTWioorooTTSsrioS^^^ 

L__J - .1 ■ ■ ....1 .. 
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We find 25«78^-about one fourth of all students 
possessing an averge IQ, We have 8,59^ students falling in 
gen^s category whereas 10.94^ students all fall in Dull 
category. Again when there are 10.94^ students falling in 
superior category of IQ, there are also 12,5035 students vAio 
possess below average IQ. Without going into further details 
of this distribution, we find the relationship between IQs 
of students and their being liked by teachers. 


IQ of st udents and Teacher-Pupil 
Relationship 

Here we study the. relationship between the IQ of stU“ 
dents and teachers* likings for students. As discussed earlier 
in Chapter VI, teachers had rated students to express their 
likings for them on/'five»point Liking Scale ( Appendix 3 ) 
and had given their acceptance and rejection choices on Socio- 
metric Test ( Appendix 9 ), Briefly we analyse below the in¬ 
formation gathered on the following tools* 

(1) Five-point Liking Scale ) ( i^pendix 3 ) 

(2) Sociometrie Test (impend!x 9) 

(3) Intelligence Test (Appendix 7) 

TABLE SHOWING C0EFFICIEHT5 OF CORRELATION BETWSM 

THE IQS OF STHMTS . MDjai^5g-QBESjaECEIVED_aX 

THEM FROM TEACHERS ON FIVE-POIMT LIKING SCALE 


1 

School j 

1 

No, of 
students 

t I 

, Degrees of 
Freedom ' 

Calculated 
Values of 

ttpH 

' Significance 

1 

B«1 ' 

48 

, 46 

*939 

,Very significant 

B-2 ! 

28 

26 ’ 

*197 

iNot significant 

G-l 1 

26 

• 23 , 

.554 

,Very significant 

G-2 , 

27 

I 25 

__ > 

.267 

Not significant 
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^ese results are ftirbher substantiated when we study 
the following table. In the following table we hav’e tabulated 
the values of *®r" between the IQs of students and total scores 
received by them on the choices of acceptance and rejection 
on Sociometric Test from teabhers, 

A 

Ti3_L£ SHOWING CQEFFIQIMTS OF COJiRELA'IION BETWEJ 
THE.IQS AND SCORES Q? STUDENTS ON AGGIPTMCE 
WCTiof(jH5IcES' Jeagms on ^'GIQMETRI G 
TEST 


i 

School 

t 

I 

No. of , 
students 

1 

Degrees of \ 
Freedom 

1 

Calculated 
Values of • 

Significance 


1 

48 

33 

! 

46 

.712 , 

Very significant 

B*2 ’ 

26 

t 

.107 , 

Not significant 

G»l ' 

f 

25 , 

23 

.577 1 

Very significant 

G-2 , 

27 * 

i 

1 

25 1 

--n 

.350 ' 

t 

Not significant 


We find in both the tables, the values of ’’r" are very 
significant for schools B-l and G-i^ vAiereas these values for 
schools B-2 and G-2 are found to be significant. It shows 
in two schools there is a significant relationship between 
teachers' likings for students and their ( students*) intelli¬ 
gence whereas in the other two schools this relationship is 
not significant. 

We interpret these results in the light of Means, 
Medians and Modes, calculated from the IQs of all students. 












sox 



TMDMGIES OF 


School 




! 

t 


B=,l 

B-2 

G»1 

G»2 


I 

» 

« 

( 

1 


! 


Mean 

1 

Median 

1 

120.20 

1 

, 122.80 

97.89 

94.50 

107.40 

105.30 

93.15 

' 102.00 
• 


’ Mode 

t 


« 

. 128.00 


97.72 

101.10 

’ 109.70 

6 



22,03 
21,50 
22.75 
28.S5 


We find that Means and Medians for schools B-l and 
G».l are higher, ftr -fMws the relationship between IQs and 
teachers® likings for students was found to be significant. 
We can say there is a low positive relationship between the 
likings of teachers for students and the IQs of students but 
there is a definite significant relationship between the IQs 
of students and teachers' likings for them where Mean and 


Medians of IQs are of appreciably higher values. 

We have found the standard error of difference between 
the Mean IQs of students who have been found accepted and 
rejected by their teachers and the results are tabulated below 


tables showing STA TJUAfin PRi^DR QE DIFgliBMC 

Qli'T'TtjRTiM 'PHR MEAN IDS OF STUDEN.^ S WHO .iRE 
















School J 

Sociometric 

1 

No 

I Mean 

1 

category 

-1. 


1 

1 

G™1 1 

Acceptee 

t 

1 

11 

1 

• 116.81 

1 

Rejectee 

1 

10 

97.60 

I 

1 

G-2 * 

Acceptee 

1 

1 

9 

’ 106.22 

1 

Rejectee 

» 

7 

! 90,00 


I 


^ I 

, tiD I Significance 


23.16 'd= 19.21, ^10,01 
22.71 ,GR= 1.91, not 
I ^significant 

, 31.03 ,D=16.22,'S:15.61 
30,90 ,GR= 1,03, not 
^ ^significant 


lliis indicates that there is no difference between 
the IQs of students who are accepted and rejected by teachers. 
We Can say, IQ of students plays no part in their being liked 
by teachers. Siis is further substantiated by the following 
table. On the basis of IQs we have made categories and found 
the students falling in these categories as tabulated below: 

Notes Here we have added up all the students falling 
in different socionietric categories in each 
one of the four schools. 


SociO" ' 

metric ' 
category* 

r 

1 

Geniu^ 

L40-Ab.l 

Very ; Superir^bove 
super-^ or ,average 

130-1391 120-1S( 110-119 

1 Average 
1 90-109 

jBelow 

1 average 

9 

• 89—89 

j ■ 

’ Dull 

1 

’ 70-89 

1 Total 

j 

j 

1 

Acceptee 

1 

6 , 

7 1 4 

10 

iH 

— 


1 

, 4 

’ 46 

Rejectee 

4 1 

1 , 6 

' 4 

* 5 

5 

8 

I 

33 

1 

I solate 1 

3 * 

3 3 

fl 

, 6 

! 9 

1 1 

. 1 

, 26 

NegleC” ‘ 
tee. ' 

2 

2 , 0 
t 

, 3 

f 

1 9 

( 

,.,L—... 

1 ^ 

1 4 

I 

' 23 
( 

1 

I 

1 

15 . 

13 1 13 

! 23 

! 34 

! 

.. .. 13 

1 

1 17 

! " ' 

' 128 


1 , If we take above average IQ C 110-119) and study 
the table we find 17 acceptees falling above the IQ of 120 
whereas there are also 19 acceptees whose IQ ranges from 109 
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to downwards touching the lowest ebb of 70, We say,students 
of higher as well as lower IQs are equally accepted. It is 
inferred that higher IQ is not a guarantee for a student to toe 
accepted by his teachers* 

2 o Th&ve are 11 rejectee students who possess their 
IQ above 119, But there are 18 students (rejectee) who fall 
in the lower slabs of IQs. W can infer, more rejectees are 
found to have comparatively low IQs, 

3, Xhere are 9 Isolates in tiie upper slabs of IQs 
whereas there are also 11 Isolates vAio faill in the lower slabs 
of IQs. We can say, Isolates can both be of higher as well 

as lower iQs. 

4 , we find four Neglectees in the upper slabs of 
IQs whereas there are 16 Neglectees students who are in the 
lower slabs of IQ. 

we draw the following conclusions s 

1, There is no significant relationship between 
the likings of teachers for students and their ( students') 

IQs the Mean and Median values of IQs are comparatively 

low. But, there is a significant relationship between these 
likings and IQs where Mean and Median values of IQs of students 
are comparatively higher, 

2 . There is no significant difference between the 
mean values of IQs of students accepted and rejected by teachers 

3. Acceptee students C by teachers) can both be of 

higher and lower intelligence. 
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4® Isolates, who receive no choice from teachers on 
Sociometrlc Test, may posses higher as well as lower IQs* 

6 « Most of the rejectee and neglectee students ( in the 
eyes of teachers) possess lower IQs* 

This seems quite relevant that higher IQ of a student 
does not by itself make the teachers accept lyLwu They accept 
the students of lower iQs^. This is in accordance with the 
interpretation made in Chapter No* VI, where we have found a 
significant relationship between the characteristics of students 
as perceived by teachers and teachers' likings for students* 
Teachers do not necessarily like students iriio possess higher IQs 
but they do accept students who are found by them industrious, 
interested in studies, well-behaved, regular, disciplined and 
respectful* However, most of the rejectee students are found 
to possess lower iQs. Students of lower iQs need more attention 
and acceptance from their teachers* Similar is the case with 
neglectee students* It is suggested that students who have 
“low IQs" need special attention, love and affection from teachers* 
Their acceptance by the teachers may pull them up in school 

work. 
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GHAFTER XII 

AGADMIG MmiWmmT OF 8TUDMTS 


Intro du ctio n 

In this Ghapterj we plan to stuc^ the relationship 
between teachers® likings for students and students* academic 
achievements 

In our examination ridden system of education^ aca¬ 
demic achievement of students occupies an important place# 
Virtuallyj students* success and teachers' effectivenessj is 
seen from the examination results# A student good at studies 
may he visualized as a boom and the student weak at studies 
may be considered as a headache by the teacher. In this 
context, it becomes an interesting investigation into the 
question of likings and dislikings of teachers for their 
students as related to students’ academic achievement, m 
attempt is made here to probe into this pertinent question. 



For the purpose of this study, we have taken Annual 
Examination results C Appendix 8 ) of the students as their 
academic achieTementy. These results Include the performance 
of students during the vhole year l.e. marks obtained by 
the students in three monthly tests, one half yearly exami¬ 
nation and the final examination. The researcher did not 
construct an achievement test himself for the reason that if 
academic achievement has any relevance with respect to their 








acceptance or re;]eetion by teachers, it has to be the marks 
obtained by students in the routine tests of the schools. 

The teachers, if they are influenced by achievement, in regard 
to their likes or dislikes for students, it is the achieve¬ 
ment as tested in the normal manner in the school® 

Relationship between the likings of teachers 
for students and students* academic achievement 

1, Coefficient of correlation 


We have calculated the coefficient of correlation 
between the marks obtained by students in each subject and 
the liking score received by students from the respective 
subject teachers, the results of which are tabulated belowJ 



TABLE SHOWING GOEFEIOIETN OF GOHKKLATION 

BETWEEN 


THE RATINGS OF TEACHERS ON FIVE-POINT LIKING SCALE 


FOR STUDENTS Ai^lD MARKS OBTAINED BY THEM 

IN THEIR 


SUBJECTS 


1 

School I 

1 

Teachers' serial numbers in each 

"- - - , I , 

school 

' ' 1 ——— 


1 



4 


1 

4 . 


5 


B»1 


B»2 


G-1 


*593 

*570 

*507 


G-2 


.113* 


1 .498 ^ ,350* ' *539 ■ .317* 

' ,481* ^ *987 ' .553 ] .517 

1 *757 *449* ' ,688 1 .377* 

' ,453* ' .330** I .403* ' ,320** 

!_!_!__ 


Single starred values of ”r" show the value to be 
significant only at .05 level and double starred values denote 
Insignificant values whereas others are significant at ,01 
level of confidence. 













!• In the case of boys’ schools, all the values 
are significant at »05 level. There aTe 1 values T^ich are 
significant even at »01 level. It shows there is a signi¬ 
ficant relation between teachers' likings for students and 
students' academic achievement. 

2, In the case of girls' schools, we find for 4 
out of ten teachers, there is significant relation between 
their likings for students and students' academic achievement. 
If we talce into account the values of "r" .at *01 level of 
significance, we find for 7 out of 10 teachers, there is 
V«li-significant relationship between these two. We can say 
there is no significant relationship between teachers' likings 
for students and students’ academic achievement in girls' 

s chools. 

3, This is in conformity with the findings in 
Chapter VII, 'tihere we had found men teachers lay more emphasis 
on the oharaoteristies of students relating to their studies 
whereas women teachers emphasise students' characterlstios 
relating to their behaviour for their lilclngs of students. 

Ite have also calculated the coefficient of corre¬ 
lation between the likings of all teachers tak« altogether 
and the total marks of students in the final examination 
the results of which are tabulated belowi 
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coefficients Qg GQRREL/(^ , TIQN BATVEKN 

M ^_^TUDMTS» total MAJaKS AMD SCORE RECEIVED BY 
THMR TEACHEES RPR THiilR PMSONAL 
LIKING5 OF THEM . 


—-—--- - --—---— 

School ® Calculated values of **r" on 

0 *‘ **'"" " ' ■ " ■■■ ■— m ■ l u 

_[Fiye-point Liking Scale! Sociometric Test 

' ■ ^ j 

B»1 ^ .645 , .764 

B»2 .776 , .545 

G-»l ' .797 ^ .701 

G»2’ 1 .464 > .307* 

, » 


Here, again we find significant values of 
for both boys* schools and “r” is found insignificant for 
school G“2. It substantiates the previous finding that 
boys’ schools, there is a significant relationship between 
teachers' likings for students and their academic achievement 
which is not found for all women teachers. 


2 . !Qie difference between the academic achievement 
of students who are found acceptees and rejectees 
by teachers on Sociometric Tes t. 


We have calculated the standard error of difference 


between the Mean marks of students who are found to be acceptees 


and rejectees by teachers on Soclometrlc Tests, 


TARLR SHOWING STANDJ ^D EBRQR QF.DI.EFERMCa 

'the meM of 

TOTTOD TO BB flaOBPTEESMD RUJQT£ES__BY. 

teachers 


_ — jr 
School » 

t 

Soclometrlc 

category 

-T- 

’ No. 

1 

f 1 

« Mean t 

t 

1 

SD I 

1 

Significance 

B-1 ’ 

1 

1 

Ac cep tee 
Rejectee 

1 15 
. 9 

1 

' 217.87 , 

• 147.11 , 

1 , 

^.74’ 

26.73* 

t 

1 

D=70.76 “^IS. 
CR=5.21, Very 
significant 


cpntd,•. 














611 


School 

1 

Sociometric 
' category 

1 Wo. 

1 

1 

Kean 

1 

T-—, 

SD 

1 ( 

Significance 

B-2 

’ Acceptee 

' 10 

272.00 

« ® 
34,52 

D=38*86^13.S9 


Rejectee 

7 

« 233,14 

, 22*91, 

• 46,23' 

CR=2.795 Veiy 

G™1 

1 ^ 

Acceptee 

1 

' 11 

1 

2D2. 36 

significant 
]>43,06^16,76 


’ Rejectee 

1 10 

' 159,30 

29.64 • 

OR =2,57, Veiy 

G-2 

t 

j Acceptee 

1 

: 9 

1 

1 221,22 

» 

1 

43.96, 

significant 

D=13,065 D=17,34 
CR—0.75, not 


Rejectee 

6 

, 203,16 

22.93. 


1 

1 

1 

—J_ 

t 

* . 

significant 


We find for schools B-i and B-2^ critical ratio 
is found to be significant at *01 level* This value is 
significant at *05 level for school 0-1, whereas it is not 
significant for school G-2. !Qiis means there is significant 
difference between academic achievement of acceptees and 
rejectees students of men teachers. However, the same 
does not hold so good in the case of women teachers* 


3, Ghi»square test between sociometric categories 
and students* academic aChievemer^ * 

We apply Chi-square test of independence with the 
null hypothesis, that teachers’ likings of students and 
their ( students’) academic achievements are independent* 
ljle have already found students placed in different socio- 
metric categories by teachers ( Chapter VI). We arrive 
at the following contingency tables between the sociomet¬ 
ric categories and the maximum marks obtained by students 
in the final examination. 
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SOGIOMETRIG G4TE&0RIE3 AND A.GADEMIG 
AGHIEVEMMT OF STUDMTS 


School B-i 


1 

Soeiometric t 
Categories j- 


M a 

r 

k s 


t 

'Total 

1 

70-110 1 

110-150 1 

161-190 

191-230 

',231 - 

i 

_ L. -- 

1 

Ac cep tee 

(1.875), 

(3.120)* 

I 

(4,637) 

(4.065) 

' (1.245) 

I 

, 

0 

2 ' 

2 ' 

7 

4 

1 IS 

Rejectee 

(1.125), 

(1.372)' 

(2.812)t 

(2.439) 

'( .747) 


t 

2 

3 , 

3 

1 

1 

» 9 

Isolate ' 

(2.375)' 

( 3.952)« 

(5.937) 

(5.149) 

(1.577) 

1 19 

1 

2 , 

4 , 

10 

3 

1 as. 

I 

Neglectee * 

(.625 ), 

(1.040) ' 

(1.562) 

(1.355) 

'( .415) 

1 

^ 1 

1 

2 

I 

1 * 
t 

- 

2 

? 

' 6 

I 


Calculated value of Chi-square, 22.986 lies betwen 
05 and .02 level. 


School B-2 


—-5- 

Soeiometric 

M 

a r 1 

t s 

r'“" 

1 

Total 

Categories ' — 

151-190 

191-230 

, 231 - 

i 

1 

Ae cep tee 

C «37) 

0 

(3,33) 

3 

(6.30) 

, 7 

1 

1 

10 

Ke3eGtee , 

(2.59) 

1 

(2,41) 

, (4.41) 

1 

7 


0 

4 

3 

t 

» 


Isolate 

(,148) ' 

0 

(1,32) 

0 

, ( 2.52) 

. 4 

j 

t 

4 

i 

Keglecte© | 

(.222) , 
1 

(1.98) 

2 

t (3,78) 

1 3 

1 

6 

1 

1 


; 17 

1 

27 


calculated values of Chi-square 9.788 lies in between 


,10 and .05 level. 











Calculated value of Gkii-square 10,907 lies in detween 


,30 and ®20 level* 
School G®2 


So dome trie ^ Marks 

Categories --—i- ,- - ■ 

I 151 - 190 1 191 - 230 , 231 


Acceptee ' 

(3,456) 

(3,456) 

1 

(2,070) 

1 

1 

3 

’ 4 

' 2 

8 9 

I 

Rejectee 

1 

(2,304) 

2 

• ( 2.304) 

3 

' (1,380) 

1 

' 6 

Isolate I 

1 

(0,384) 

0 

‘ ( .384) 

8 1 

( ,230) 

’ 0 

8 

1 

1 

Neglectee , 

8 

(3,846) 

5 

(3.846) 

‘ 2 

' ( 2,307) 

‘ 3 

8 

1 

. 10 

8 

1 

10 

I lO 

6 

1 

1 gO 


Calculated value of Chi-square 4.026 lies in between 


,70 & .50, 













514 


From the above four contingency tables* we find that 

•iUfi 

for bothfboys' schools Chi-square te significant at *05 level 
of confidence. But these values are not found significant 
for either of the girls* schools. It again goes to subs¬ 
tantiate the finding that in boys' schools there is a signi¬ 
ficant relationship between men teachers' likings for students 
and students' academic achievement, while this is not true for 
women teachers In girls' schools. 

We have the following contingency table which combine 
all the preceding four tabless 


Sociometric 

Categories 

• 

M a 

r 

k 


s 


«Total 

•70^110 

f 

'111-150 

',151-190 

\ 

? ■ 

191-230 

231 - 

Acceptee 

'(2.115) 

, (6.075) 

' (12.465), 

(13,545) 

(10.710) 



1 0 

4 

, 7 



18 ' 

16 

, 45 

Rejectee 

,(1*504) 

, 2 

' (4.320) 

. 7 

' (8.864 
, 10 

)' 

I 

( 

9.632) ’ 
9 

( 7.616) 
4 

1 

1 32 

I sol ate 

,(1,222) 

2 

' (3.510) 

, 5 

' (7.202) 
10 

1 

\ 

1 

( 

7.826) 

5 ' 

( 6.188) 
4 

9 

' 26 

Neglectee 

’(1.081) 

I 2 

' (3.105) 

. 1 

, (6.371) 
3 

1 

? 

1 

( 

6.923) 

6 ' 

(5.474) 

6 

1 

I 23 


Jill IM 

S 6 

s 

< 17 

; 35 



38 , 

30 

»■ 

,126 


Calculated value of Chi-square 20,728 lies in between 
,10 and *05 level. 

When we combine all the students of 4 schools and 
their aoclometric categories, we find for this contingency- 
table value of chi-square comes to be significant at .05 level 
of confidence. We can say, as a iidiole teacher^ likings for 
students and their (students*) academic achievement are related 
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to each other# 

GONGLUSlOSfS 

... i 

lo There is a significant relationship between teachers* 
likings for students and students* academic achievement In 
boys* schools# Ihe same is not true for all women teachers in 
girls* schools* 

2* In boys* schoolsj there is a significant difference 
between the academic achievement of students who are accepted 
and that of the students who are rejected by teachers. 

3, In girls' schools? there is no significant difference 
between the academic achievement of students who are accepted 
and that of the students who are rejected by the teachers. 

4, Students* academic achievement and teachers* 
likings for them are dependent variables in the case of men 
teachers and independent in the case of wDiaen teachers. 

5, As a whole, teachers* likings for students and 
their academic achievement are related to each other. 




GHAPTEa XITT 


SOg_ IQ-ECONOMin 5^T|^ TT7!4 


Introducti on 

Socio-economic status of an individual plays its 
own part in his recognition in the group life* ^Doially, it 
is thought quite relevant that in the long run, it is the 
socio-economic status of an Individual which determines hov 
he is held among his associates. For all practical purposesj 
it is customary to know the family background of our friendsj 
colleagues and all with whom we create close social relation- 
sh ip o 

According to Good® s Dictionary of Education, we 
mean by socio-economic statuss 

•’The level indicative of both the social and the 
economic achievement of an individual or group". 

( Good, F Carter, 1953 pp 53 j0) 

In other words, the economic standing and the 
social esteem of an individual pertains to his socio-economic 
status in his group, Decid^y, it is a relative term, "We can 
study it with respect to the members of a particular group, 
a nation or it can be studied with respect to an international 
life. 

Tools fon* the determination of 
Socio-ec onomic status . 

Although there is not much clarity and unanimity 




517 


as regards the determination of socio-economic status, the 
attempts made to measure the socio-economic status of an 
individual, have been based on three assumptions (Kuppusw^y 
1962 pp 1). 

(a) that there is a class structure in society, 

(b) that status positions are determined maiuly 
by a few commonly accepted symbolic charac¬ 
teristics, and 

Cc) that these characteristics can be scaled 

and combined using statistical procedures* 

Taussing ( 19^ ) built up a scale on the basis 
of income. Gattell ( 1942) studied the relationship between 
social prestige and tQ, income, education and birth restric¬ 
tions. Sims C 1952 ) used 23 items like education of parents, 
occupation of parents and possession of certain articles. 
Warner and his associates C 1949 ) used four variables — 
occupation, source of income, type of housing and neighbour¬ 
hood. Hollinshead (1958 ) used three indications, viz. 
residential address, occupation and education. 

In India, Lewis and Ehillon C I960) , for their 
project on group dynamics study, developed a scale for 
rural agricultural population including housing, land 
ownership, income from outside, eii?)loyment and family lite¬ 
racy. Vaima ( 1962 ) developed a comprehensive scale in¬ 
cluding the composition of family, the educational level 
and income of the family- Kuppuswamy ( 1959 ) used three 
elements*, education, occupation and income. 

inflationary spiral in 


We have witnessed an 




1962® TsFages and prices entered a vicious circle® Moreoveri 
in the take-off stage of our economy, it is difficult to 
follow a set pattern for the determination of socio”economic 
background of any family. So, the researcher developed his 
own comprehensive questionnaire for the purpose. 

Questionnaire for Socio-economic Status ( Appendix 18) 

We shirk, fear, hesitate and even donH want to 
reveal exact and correct Income to any one. The parents 
have explicitly told the children that they should not 
reveal the exact income of the family to any one. We tell 
our income with respect to the purpose for which it is asked. 
So, to know the exact income is a difficult task. For this 
purpose to get the maximum exactness of the Income of the 
family of the student, a comprehensive interview schedule was 
prepared. Most of the questions on the interview schedule 
provide a good, opportunity to the researchl to cross-question 
the interviewee to fetch the correct information from him. 

. We have included three elements for the deter¬ 
mination of the socio-economic status of the family of the 

student. 

1. Income - Here we have included the Income 
of all the earning members of the family. This total income 
was divided by the number of members who live on that income 
to arrive at per head income of the family and the following 
arbitrary weightages were given to it. 




Per head income in fe per ! 'Weightaee 

month 

( 



Here we have added up the education of all the 
members of the family who are included for the determination 
of per head income of the family. For the determination of 
educational background, we have given the following arbitrary 
weightages to different stages of academic achievement. 


Academic Achievement i Weight age 


No Education i 

Below Vth class 
Between VI to VlHthe classes 
Between I3£ to Xith classes ' 
Matric or Hr. Sec, passed 
F,A, Passed , 

B,a. Passed 

M.A, Passed ' 

Any other diploma or B, Ed., 

L.L.B or second M.A. etc, , 


3. Occupation 

Here again, we have included the occupations of 

of the family who are involved in the deter- 


0 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 
7 

2 


all the members 
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mination of per head income of the fajuily® Here, we have 
given the following arhitraiy weightages to different occu¬ 
pations. 


i 

Occupations t Weight age 


I 

Profession , lO 

Semi-profession ^ 6 

Clerical, shop-owners or farm 

owners. * 5 

^killed workers * 4 

Semi-skilled workers 5 3 

Unskilled workers 2 

Unemployed " 1 


Here, we were Interested simply to know whether 
there exists some relationship between the likings of teachers 
for students and the students’ family background. So, we 
have not gone into the determination of the socio-economic 
status as such ( it needs full research work) but have 
added up the scores of an individual’s family. It gave us 
the comparative picture of the family background of all stu¬ 
dents within the group. 

Ana lysis and Interpretations 

Here ve will consider the following two main 

questions* 

(1) The relationship between the socio-economic 
background of the family of the student and 
his being liked by teachers. 

(2) The difference between the socio-economic 
background of the families of the students 
who are rejected and accepted by their 
teachers. 
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Wb tabulate below the level of educations income 
and occupation of the families of students. In our analysis, 
we have taken, into account all these three factors for all 
the members of the family of the student® But except for 
income, It is not practicable to show the education and 
occupation of all the members of the family of the student. 
BeeaUBS of this consideration, we show the education and 
occupation of only head of the family whereas income is 
shown as per head Income of the family® 


Category of 
Education 


Number 

of 

students 

in schools 


1 

Total 


B-l 


B-.2 

t 

1 

1 

G„l 

G-.2 

\ 

1 


No Education 


1 

1 

6 

1 

t 

0 ' 

3 

1 

1 

10 

Below Matric 


2 

1 

9 

1 

4 1 

1 

t 

16 

Matric/Hr. Sec' 

13 

1 

8 

1 

15 • 

13 

1 

49 

F« A. 

1 

4 

1 

2 

1 

0 ' 

3 

t 

9 

B, A/S. Sc, / 

1 

19 


3 

s 

5 * 

5 

1 

32 

B,Com/B.E 

1 


1 


f 

1 


1 

B 

M.A/m,SC. 

1 

6 

1 

0 

J 

1 1 

1 

! 

B.A., LL.B 

1 

1 

3 

! 

1 

0 

! 

1 

i 

0 

1 

1 

1 

1 

_L. 

4 


a 

48 

t 

1 

28 

1 

t 

_L-® 

25 I 

27 

1 

_ J. 



We find there are 44(34,37^) students whose parents 
have got education up to post-graduate level. There are 
26(20,31?^) students whose parents have education below 
Matric level. There are 63(45.31^) students T^ose parents 
have received their education up to Hr. Sec. or Intermediate 
level. This shows students as a whole comiz^ from educated 


families. 
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We illustrate belov the per head income of the family 
of the students 


Range of 
Income 

"T- 

Number of 

students 

in schools 

1 

.1 

Total 

« 

B-1 

B~2 

t 

G-1 ' 

G-2 

t 

« 

Above 500* 

1 

3 

0 


0 

0 


3 

401^500 

i 

3 ' 

1 

t 

0 ' 

0 


4 

351-400 

t 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 


0 

301-350 


4 ' 

0 


0 

0 

1 

4 

251-300 

£ 


1 

! 

1 « 

1 


12 

201-250 

£ 

12 

1 

! 

1 1 

1 


15 

151-200 

1 

5 ’ 

0 


4 

4 


13 

101-150 


7 

5 

1 

7 ' 

11 

£ 

30 

61-100 

( 

3 

13 

t 

10 , 

7 

1 

33 

« 50 

1 

2 

7 

t 

2 

.. . —1_ 

3 

1 

14 

Total 

il 

f 

48 


« 

25 , 

27 

1 

123 

' We 

find 77(60.15$^) 

students 

whose family per head 

income 

comes to only Bs® 150/-« 

There 

are 

11(8.^^) 

students only whose 

family per head income comes to 

Bso 

300/- and 

above 

it® 

There are 


40(31.25^) students whose family per head income falls in between 


Rs. 151"»300. As regards economic background, we can say, the 
sample constituted students coming from families of all levels 

We give below the occupations of head of the family of 


students! 


Occupation 

Category 

' No. 

of 

students in 

schools 1 

Total 

» B-1 

1 

B-2 ' 

G-l 

G-2 I 

P rofessional 

Semi-profes sion al 

Glerical-shopownexs 

Skilled workers 
Semi-skilled workers 

' 7 

' 36 

t 4 

0 

' 0 
^ A 

i 

I 

! 

1 

I 

0 ' 

9 . 

12 

4 ' 

2 , 
10 

0 ' 

2 

7 

15 

0 

0 

1 

' 0 

13 ' 

’ 11 ' 

< 1 , 

2 

' 0 ' 

9 

65 

42 

5 

4 

2 

Un-skilled workers 

Un-employed 

U 

‘ 1 

I 

0 

1 0 ' 
-—r 

1 

“ Total 

1 48 

1 

1 

28 

25 

! 27 f 

128 
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There are 107 ( 83*59^) students whose parents* 
profession falls in semi-profession category. They include 
section officers and ^olesale business men» 


As a whole, we can say, our sample includes students 
from higher and middle class families* Our sample does not 
include students who can be said to belong to "poor** families. 


1. Relationship, betyflap thp ^ocio-economic. 
background of the family of the student 
and his being liked by teachers* 


Teachers had given their ratings for their personal 
likings of students on five-point Likijag scale ( Appendix 3). 
We have totalled this score of all teachers for each student. 
Again, we have given arbitrary weight ages to the educational, 
economic and occupational background of the students' families 
We have found the relationships between the score on Liking 
Scale and each of these three elements results of >diich are 
tabulated belowi 


T &RT.ff, SHOWIMG GOEFFIGIEO ^ F aO RH£L i . n ON 

GROmP 


_————r 

School ' 



Calculated values of 
Education income 

I 



"r** 

—P 

I 

1 

I 

I 

_ I 


——-'Significance 

Occupation} _ 

-•007 Not significant 
.099 -do- 

-.208 ' “do- 

-.055 ; -do- 





524 


V/e find all the values to be non-significant. From 
this we can infer, that educational, economic and occupational 
backgrounds of the families of students bear no relationship 
with the likings of teachers for students. 


We have also added up the scores of these three 
elements C education, income and occupation) and found out 
the relationship with scores on five-point Liking Scales. 


TABLE SHOWING GOEFFIGliaiTS OF 

B^ WEBN" teachers* LlJgMGS FOir^ TU-Diavrs 

THEER ( STUDENTS'^ SOGIQ-EGOWOMIC BACKGROUN^D 


School 

» 

, Calculated values of ”r*’ 

1 

t 

» Significance 

1 

B«.l 

1 

«rl51 

\ 

jUot significant 

B«—2 

1 

-.137 

Not significant 

G-l 

1 

.034 

’Not significant 

G-2 

1 

1 

-.170 

'Not significant 

t 


We find all values to be non- significant. This shows 

that there Is no relationship betveen the likings of teachers 

for students and students' soolo-economle background. We 

can say, it is the student as such -who is liked or disliked 

by teaohers.Teaohers have no bias for students coming from 

various families. According to the analysis made in 

Chapter VH, students are liked or disliked according to 

their characteristics perceived by teachers. Ihls is fUr- 

ther substantiated by the foUowlng analysis. 

The Iii ff -betveen the soci o-economic backgro^^ 

""i- r .^...ines Of the stu dents vfco are rej ectgd_^d 

teelted ^ their teachers. 

In Shapter Vl, «e had found out the students who are 
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rejected and accepted by teachers on the basis of choices 
received on Sociometric Test, We have found out the standard- 
error of difference between the total score of sooio-econouJic 
background of the families of these students. 


TABLES SHOma STMDARD ERROR OF DIFFEHMCE 
BBTWM THE MEM SCORES QJ* SQGIQ,.EGO'NOivaG 
BACKGROUND oFTHE g'idlLlKS OF THE STUDMTS 
WiiU ARE FQUWD ACCbP TED MD HEJ'ligTED BY 

tsaghees 


I I 

School Sociometric 
' Category i 


B»l 

Ac cep tee 

1 Rejectee 

B-.2 

! Accept©e 
j Rejectee 
\ 

G-1 

* Acceptee 

* Rejectee 

! 

G«2 

Acceptee 
BeJ edtee 


No. 


Mean 


1""*" '• " '" " " " ’I——" ■■' 

SD t Significance 


15 • 42,50 ' 11.59 ‘ ])=9.a4, ^=9.97 
9 34.66 , 9.49 , CE= .093, Hot 

‘ significant 


11 

7 


23.27 ‘ 8.25 , D=.44, 1^3.39 

23,71 ' 6,13 CR=.129, Hot 

» significant 


11 

10 


9 

7 


31.56 t 7.05 ’ 

® 31.10 10,66 , 

I 

I 

; 30.11 ’ 6,40 ’ 

26,55 . 7.51 

I ' t 

) 

*_!__1 


I>=.46, ^=3.93 


CR 
sign 


• "SW I 


,5» Not 
cant 


3.56. 64 

GR= .100 Hot 
significant. 


We find .^t^ijignificant^ difference between the Mean 
scores of socio-economic background of the families of students 
who are accepted and rejected by teachers. This is again 
substantiated by the following tables. 

We have applied Chi-square test of independence on 
the students falling in different sociometric categories and 
the scores of these socio-economic background. 












S0aSNGi2.NGY table SHOWING STUDENTS' PLACMK WO? 

DIFEERMFsOGTOI^^IG CATEGORIES BY'TEACHERS 
■AMD THEIRC STUDENTsn SOCIO-ECONOMIC BACKGR OUND 
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School B-l 


t 

Sooiometric * 

n Q ■4*ck on wr t 

Socio- 

economic 

background score 

1 

1 

Cotal 

( 




m 

55-65' 

< 

Acceptee 

-- ^. 

(1,875) 

r 

( 5.625), 

1 

(3.125 ) 

(3.125) 

(1.25) 


t 

1 

4 


5 

. 2 ; 

IS 

Rejectee ‘ 

(1,125)' 

(3.375), 

(1.875) 

(1.875) 

. ( .75) 


t 

1 . 

4 

3 

1 

0 ' 

9 

Isolate * 

(2.375) 1 

(7.125)' 

(3.953) , 

(3.953) 

' (1.583) 


( 

3 

10 ' 

2 

2 

, 2 • 

19 

Neglectee ' 

( .625)* 

(1.875) ' 

(1.042) ' 

(1.042) 

( .4183 


t 

1 ’ 

1 

0 ' 
t 

2 , 

2 

' 0 1 

, ’ 

5 

Total ' 

6 ^ 

_ - - - 

18 « 

8 

10 r 

f 

10 

t 4 ' 

_1 

48 


Ghi-square =* 11.623, lies between .50 & .30. 


School B-.2 


Sociometric, 

Socio-economic background 

score 

'Total 

Catecoiv 1 






__—— 


1 

I 

15-24 ; 

25-34 « 

35 

.44 ; 45 

-54 

, 55-65 , 


1 

Acceptee 

i 

(5.181) 

6 ‘ 

00 

• 

( 

1 

.787) , 

1 

0 

' ( .:^6), 

1 0 

11 

Rejectee » 

(3. 297 ) « 
4 

(2,996)’ 
3 * 

( 

.497) 1 

0 

0 

« ( . 252) ' 

0 

\ ' 

7 

Isolate 1 

(1.884)' 
1 ' 

(1.712)' 

2 I 

( 

.284) 

1 < 

0 

( .144) 

' 0 ' 

4 

1 

Neglectee ' 

1 

(2.826) ' 
2 1 

(2.568) , 
3 

( 

.426) , 

0 

— * - ■ 

0 

'( .196)' 

1 1 ' 

6 

Total J 

irT 

12 • 


2 « 

_ -1- 

0 

’ 1 1 

28 


Chi-square = 3.969 does not lie in the table 






t 

Acceptee 

t 

(3.96) 

3 * 

(3,52) 

3 ‘ 

(2.64) 

4 

C .88) 

1 

« 11 

Rejectee ^ 

(3.60) 

3 , 

(3.20) , 
4 

(2,40) ' 

2 

( .80) 

1 

’ lO 

Isolate ' 

n 

C ,72) , 

2 

( ,64) , 

( ,48) . 
0 

( .16) 

0 

1 

2 

1 

f 

Neglectee i 

1 

( .72) t 

1 1 

( .64) ’ 
1 

( .48) 

0 1 

( ,16) 

0 

‘ 2 



Ohi-square * 5.940 lies between .80 & .70 


School 0-2 


Socioraetric ^ Socio-economic background score 
Category --- -~t-- * ^ 

B _ - /r 


, 1 5-24 

i 

Acceptee i' (3,33) 

Rejectee < (2^59) 

Isolate ' < 

Neglectee ’ (3^70) 


Total 


‘ 25-34 

I 

, (3,996) 

4 

, (3.108) 

3 


(4,444) 

5 


, 35-44 

(1.665) 

t 2 

(1,295) 
' 1 


( ,444) I (1,185) 


1 

(1,850) 


- a 007 lies between ,20 & ol^ 
Chi-square = 9.0^^ 


Total 


. nr7 





1 
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I * ‘ 

Acceptee ( 13 .662)(17.986)(8»280) (4.324) ,(1.794) 

’ 13 , 15 , 10 ' 6 2 

Rejecteee ' ( 9 . 801 ) , (12.903), (5.940) t(3.l02) ‘(1.^7) 

1 11 14 6,2 t 0 

Isolate ’ ( 7 . 722 )*( 10 . 166 )*(4.680) «(2.444) »(1.014) 

. . T o I 4,2 .2 


. 6 , 12 ‘ 4 , 2 , 2 ' iio 

Neglectee t (6.831) (8.993) t(4,140) ,(2.162) ,C .897) 

8*9,3 2 1 , 23 

£ , J _J- - 


Total ' 38 * 60 j 23 \ ® 

Ghi-squarer ?!-5'4.820 does not 11© in. th© tal^l©. 

The values in the brackets show the independent 

values. In ai the Indlvianal tables for each one of the 
schools and also for data combined for all schools, ve do 
not find the value of Ghl-square to be significant. OWs 
shows both variables l.e. teachers' placement of students in 
different sooiometric categories depicting their likings for 
students, and students' socio-economic backgrounds of tbeir 

familiess are Independent. 
aoNGLUSlQN 

It is a satisfactory finding that soclo-economio 
background of the families of students have no bearing on the 
likings of teachers for them. Biat means there is ho distlnc 
tion in the eyes of teachers between the students coming from 
a good socio-economic background or a poor one. 
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CHAPTliE XIV 
MULTlVAJilATE ANALYSIS 


We have probed into teachers' and students' likings 
for each other, as related to certain factors. In brief, we 
have made analysis in the following directions‘» 

C a) Relationship between teachers' likings for 
students and students ' 

(i) characteristics as perceived by teachers, 

(ii) intelligence, 

Ciii) academic achievement 
(iv) relationship with classfellows, 

(v) socio-economic background. 

(b) Rfil a tlonship between students,',JJk jn£5.£or 

teachers* 

(i) characteristics as perceived by students, 

(il) Job- satisfaction, 

(iii) age, 

Civ) teaching experience 
(v) relationship with colleagues. 

In our analysis in the preceding chapters, we have 
found ooefflolents of oorrelatlon between the lUclngs of 
teaobers and atudenta for each other and the faetors as 
enlisted above. At that stage, we only found bi-varlate 
relationships. It appeared to the researeher that an attempt 
„ay be made to find out multivariate relatlonahlps between 
the criterion C lUclngs as a dependent variable) and the othe 
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independent variables It Is quite befitting to report multi¬ 
variate analysis in an exclusive chapter. 


Guilford, J,P, C 1956 pp 392) remarkss 


'* The coefficient of multiple correlation indicates 
the strength of relationship between one variable 
and two or more other taken together. The multiple 
correlation is not merely the sum of correlations 
of the dependent variable and the various indepen¬ 
dent variables taken separately. Obviously, there 
would be instances in which these would add upto 
more than 1.00. One reason is that independent 
variables themselves are usually overlapping 
(intercorrelated) and so duplicate one another 
to some extent. In this we see one important 
principle of multiple correlation. The multiple 
R is related to the inter cor relation of Independent 
Variables as well as to their correlation with the 
dependent variable,'* 

In our problem, the dependent variable is the likings 
of teachers and students for each other, while the independent 
variables are the various factors enumerated above. 


We make use of a regression equation to predict 
the most likely measurement in one variable from the known 
measurements in the others. In the following pages, we will 
discuss the multivariate regressibn equations as arrived at 
in each school included in our sample* 


Part A “ Regression equations for students * 
likings for teachers and other 
variables . 

We have made use of Wherry-Itoolittle method in 
arriving at the regression equations. The principles of 
this method are illustrated (Guilford 1956 , pp 411 ) as 
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follows s 


'* One starts with the single test that seems to 
offer most in prediction of the criterion® The 
method then aids in selection of the second test 
that will have most to add to prediction when 
combined with the first. A third can be selected 
which will add most b 7 way of prediction wtien 
combined with the first two and so on. At each 
step a shrinkage formula is applied in order to 
determine vdiether the shrunken R is appreciably 
larger than the previous R. At the point where 
no further gain according to these standards is 
apparent, no more tests are added*" 


TABLES SHQMG IMTERGORRELATIONS BETV^M. TEE 
'gTUDEM'fS* LXKIH'GS FOR TEAQi^ ^ ^_MD-.Q™ M 
VARIABLES . 

School B-i 


Criterion 


C Likings) 
1 
2 
3 


V 


GharaC” Job- 

teidstics , satisfaction 

C2) 


\ 


,935 


' -,236 

' -.201 

I 

t 

I 

t 

1 II ■ - 


Age ' Exper- ’ Teacher- 
t ience . Teacher 


Regression Equations 


(3) , (4) 


Relatlonshix 

(5) 


\ 


, ,14S 
.2071 .314 
• ,195i-,307 
' ’ .846 

» . 


’-.ITS 

I 


.844 
,339 
-.357 
«•<! 344 
^054 


t 


ic = ,985 ZjL (Sigma Form) 

X = .113 3 C 1 + K (Score Form) 


R = .985 
R^= ,9702 


Here 

(®®) as .9702 
the variance 


,e find coefficient of multiple determination 
It may be interpreted that 97.02 per cent of 
the scores of students’ likings for teaobers 





is predicted by the characteristics as perceived by students 
in teachers in this school® There remains only a small 
percentage of the variance, i,e* 2e98 which may be accounted 
for by the rest of four variables® 

School B»2® 


1 


s 


Criterioni Gharacter- 


Job- 


» Age 


5 isties 

' ( 1 ) 


satisfaction • 

( 2 ) 


Eaiper- , 


Teacher- 
ience Teacher 
I » Relationship 

(3) , (4) ' (5) 


—. t- 

(Likings)* 
1 
2 


»994 


3 

4 


.174 

,221 


t « 


401 


»462 » 

,0i9 


-.024 ' 
,005 ’ 
-,693 ' 
,636 > 

I 

t 


,169 
,125 
, 523 
,474 
,109 


R = .996 
,2. 


Kegression Equation: 5^ = . 7 l 7 Zi+- 60123 +.OO 25 

5 = .201 . 547 X 3 +. OOlXg+K 

R‘='= .9932 

Vfe can say In this school 99.32 per cent of the 
yarlance in the scores of students' likings for teachers 
la predicted hy the teachers' charactaristlos perceived by 
students, age and the relationship of teachers a»ngst the- 
selves. Bovever, in this school too B inoreases in the 

manner* 

5 s ^9S80 variaible I only* 


R' 

R 


2 a ^9922 vjhen variable HI is added. 

3 = .9932 vhen varlahle V Is also added. 
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We can say 98,80 per cent of the variance in the 

scores of students' likings for teachers is again predicted 

by the characteristics of teachers as perceived by stu¬ 
dents® 

School G-l 


Oriterion' Character-* 


2 

3 


■f 4 - 4 - Expert-' Teach© 

istlcs 'satisfaction , < ence 'Teach© 

. , , Relationship 

^2) (3) I (4) 1 C5) 


(Likings)' 
1 


,775 


.592 

®139 


s 

.468 

1 

f 

.580 

1 

.973 

» 

.104 

* 

.340 

» 

1 

.609 

e 

,543 

8 

.801 

1 

.730 

8 

f 


! 

1 

.916 

1 

1 

fr 531 

f 

4 * 


t 


f 

.658 

f 


1! 

1 


t 



.956Zg+ .029 




\ = 6.171 Xg+ ,006X^ -« 

R = «944 
2 

R = »9720 


In this school, predictive variables come out to 
be teacher-teacher relationship and their characteristics. 
They go to predict 97.20 per cent of the variance in the 
scores of likings of students for teachers. 


4 4 
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School G »2 


e 


Criterion Character- 


Job- 


t isties ’ satisfaction i 


Age 


Cl) 


C2) 


•(3) 


Exp e ri" 
ence 


C4) 


Teacher- 

Teacher 

Belation- 

ship 

C5) 


(Likings) 

t 

t 

t 

s 

.933 

fl 

ft 

.135 

336 ’ 

-.192 

1 

-.,352 

t 


1 


1 

-.308 

1.600 ' 

-.300 

, -.507 


2 


It 

f 


1.782 , 

.221 

‘ .557 


3 

s 


f 


' I 

t ' 

.951 

' .751 


4 

< 


f 



, .881 


s 


r 


1 

9 f 


1 

— 


Regression Equations2^ = 1.076 . 466 Z 2 

X = .l 03 X^+„317X3 +K 
o 

R = «9650 
R^= ,9325 


Here ve find 93.25 per cent of the variance in scores 


of students' likings for teachers is predicted hy the iob- 
satisfaction by teaohers and thalr characteristics as perceived 

by students. 

We find each one of the school gives Its own and a 


different picture. Eie follo^g variables, thus, predict 
the students- li>rlngs for teachers, in the four schools. 


respectiv ely. 

School 


B-1 


B..2 


Vp^riablea 


Sharacterlstics 


Characteristics, Ag ^» 
teacher relationship. 


teacher- 
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School 

G.1 


G«.2 


Variables 

Teacher»teacher relationship, 
characteristics. 

Characteristics, ^ob-satisfaction 


We may infer from thiss 


1, Each class is itself a unit and presents its 
o-wn picture^ 

2* Four out of five variables have been accounted 
for students* likings for teachers. 

3* No generalization is possible except that 
characteristics remain an essential element 
of students’ likings for teachers. 

Part B Regression equations for teachers* likings 
for students and, other variables . 

TABLED SHQIvlMG XHTEHCORRELATIONS BETWEEN .m i 
LIKINGS FOR STUDENTS 

School B»l 


a 

T 


e 


gence 


Criterion « Character- Intelli-, ^ademic, student- , 
istlo. -gence |t»dent^., 

ship 

: C4) 


( 3 ) 


(5) 


I 

1 

(Likings) » *912 

1 

' ,939 

fl ' 

1 t 

,645 

, ' 

.801 

.151 

g 

1 s 

; .552 

, .670 . 

.834 

g .624 

X 

1 

o 

9 

, .028 1 

.223 

g -.137 

f 

2 ( 

! 

1 

.640 

1 .848 

3 ’ 

1 

i 

§ 

1 

6 


s *032 

4 « 

! 

S 

! 

. 1 


1 


R 9 ,@38 


\ S , 149 Xg + K 
= .3817 
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Here, 88el7 per cent of the variance in the scores of 
teachers’ likings for students is predicted b 7 the in tell 
gence of students. Rest of the four variables account for 
only II 083 per cent of variance in the scores of teachers' 
likings for studentSe 

School B^.2 


a 


e 


Criterion’ Character¬ 
istics ,gence 


t 

t 

t 


( 1 ) 


» ; « 

Intelll- Academic Student- Socio- 

' Achieve-i Student • economic 
ment Relation- background 

« ' ’ ship i 

(2) . (3) (4) (5) 

j -——' -' I ' --— i' 


(Likings) , »900 


1 

2 

3 

4 


,197 


‘ ,825 


I 

I 

t 

I 

! 

» 

» 


776 

, .775 

. -.137 

844 

' .261 
.123 

' -.179 

212 

’ .186 


« ,398 

* -.264 


t 

’ -.000 


Regression Equation? Zq = .900 

\ .122 Xj^+K 

R a ,900 
.8100 

It indicates 81.00 per cent of the variance in the 

scores of teaohers' for students is predicted Py the 

Characteristics perceived by teachers in students. 

of the four Venables l.e. Intelligenoe, aoadenlo ach e 

of students, student.student relationsbip end students sooio- 

A the children accounts for 19.00 per 
economic background of the chlldr 

sent of the varianoe in teachers' likings. It msy 
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that .some other factors C K ) too may accoimt for teachers* 
llkluf.s foi’ stiidont-s. 

^^chooX 


I 

1 _ 

1 

< 

p 

r i 

a b 

1 Q 

3 

Criterioni 

1 

1 

Chr\r act er¬ 
istic s 

intelli- 
t gence ' 

t 1 

Academic- 
Achieve¬ 
ment 

T- 

Student- 
' Student 
Helation- 
' ship 

) 

Socio- 
,economic 
■ background 

» 

(i) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

> 

' C5) 

1 


i 


1 

'T' - 

i1ikingn) 

.300 

'. 5;>4 

f 

.797 

* .6CX) 

’ *034 

1 ' 


• ..582 

.811 

. . 563 

, .144 

2 ' 



.712 

'. 3:r? 

"•. 174 

3 ' 

1 


e 

i 


'.291 

) 

(-.466 

4 ' 


f 5 


1 

’ .091 

1 

J 



1 

j 



Hef/,re‘jH.lon Ktiuation : == »816Z^ +-.1S0Z^ 

i': . >■^'7 ' ~ aiOXj, ■K>CV42X^+ K 

i'‘roia this we Interpret In this school, variance in the 
scores of teachers* likings for students is accounted for by 
82*38 per cent, X’or the characteristics of students and 
relationship between classfellows. Only 17.62 per 

cent of the variance in the scores remains for other variables 
to be accounted for teachers’ likings for students. It may 
b# intelligence, academic achievement or their socio-economic 
backgromid* 
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Y 

a r 

i 

a b 

1 e 

Iharacter-' 

1 r 11 (■ ■ V ion' 1 s t i c s 1 

1 

1 

! (1) 

T f 

Intelli~' 
Bence , 

(2) 

— .1 .. 

Academic 
Achieve- 
men t 

(3) 

' Student-. 
dtudent 
' helatlonl 
ship , 

(4) , 

Socio¬ 

economic 

background 

(5) 

t ^ 

(Liking ")1 .853 ^ 

* 267 ’ 

.464 

r—-- 

t 

' .462 , 

«.170 

1 , ! 

.198 

.579 

' . 303 

„043 

0 ’ 

tf * 

\ 


. 565 

.1.54 , 

.400 

3 



.431 

1 

.252 

4 1 * 

V 

1 

T 

i 


t 1 

\ 

.174 

He g re s s ion E<m at 1 on s 

\ =.692Z^ 

+.1962^ “ 

. 333 Z5+.094Z2 + , 279 X 2 






+ *927Xj^+. 


03lX^-.lOOXg+. 007X2+» 012X3+K 


This nhows that even though all the five varlabler, 
acronnt for teachers' livings for students^ they go to 
predict only S6.85 per cent of the variance of scores of 
teachers’ likings for students. The left over vailance l.e» 
13,15 of scores of teachers* likings for students may account 
for something ”K“ i.e* nmm other variables. In one way it 
goes to justify the inclusion o^l^riables to study teachers' 
likings for students. 

We find each one of the school gives its ovn picture* 
The fonowtng variables go to predict the teachers* likings 
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for ritn^tents: 


ichool Variable s 

B-l Job-satisfaction 


Characteristics 

C-i Characteristics and student-student 

relationship. 

G-2 Characteristics, student-student 

relationship 5 socio-economic back¬ 
ground, intelligence and academic 
achievement of students. 




>1 if 


We find both for students’ likings of teachers and 
teachers' likings of students are accounted for by different 
varlahitas In each one of the four schools. It does show that 
each clast constitutes its ovn fibre of teacher-pupil relation- 
r.hip, ilo general!nation is possible. We need to study the 
problem in the context of each one of the school and within 
t,ha school (iacli one of the clans to arrive at uirderstrmding 
andttak^) met leal steps to establish the genuine and pnoper 
rcaationshln bet^^jen teachers and students. 




1. Garrett Henry, E (1966)* Statistics In Psychology and 
Education. Vakils, Feffer and Simons Prlvtate Ltd. 
pp 426-442. 


2 * 

3 . 


Guilford, J.P* (1956)* Fundamental Statistics in 
Psychology and Education. McGraw-Hill Hoom Company Inc* 


,laa«wi 3 t, E.F C1S40)1 Statistical malysls In Etooglonal 
(eseaich. Houghton Hlfain Company i Boston pp S33-SS7. 






EXrEMiii 


GASES 


OE ACCEPTED AI^D 


HEJ'i^TED TKAGUeRS MD STUDM^JTS 


Iii Chapter Vi, we found whlGh teachers are accepted 
and rejected by their students and vj^iich students are 
accepted find rejected by their teachers. In the subse- 
quent chaptfjrs we have examined these racceptonces and 
rfplectlons as related to job-satisfaction of teachers and 
other variables and intelligence and other variables of 
students. Here we will make a few case studies of extreme 
cases of accepted and rejected teachers and students.Eor 
this purpos©! chapter is divided into follow-'lng 

two sections: 

Section I - Extreme cases of accepted and rejected 
teachers by students. 

section II- Exi:reme cases of accepted and rejected 
students by teachers. 

Section 1 

Extreme Cases of accepted and rejected 
teachers by students 

He have taken from each school, one most accepted 
as well as on© most rejected teacher by the students* From 
four schools w have 4 accepted and 4 rejected teachers 
lAioh will be stMled in the following two parts of this 
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sections 


Part A “ ■J'tctrGme cases of accepted teachers by 
students. 

Part H - Extreme cases of rejected teachers by- 
student 3 . 


Part A - Kxtreme cases of accepted teachers by 
students. 


1. Teacher dl. No, i frotti 3cho o I B -1. 

A bachelor of 33 years is liked by 45(93.75/^) of 
hin 4'^ students. A smart young man of 12 years’ teaclilng 
expf’rlence, he is the most popular teacher amongst the 
students. His colleagiws too, admit that he enjoys confi¬ 
dence, respect and obedlaice from all students. But teachers 
are heard grumbling against him and he is found rejected 
by 3 nut of 4 colleagwa on SociometriLc Test. 

He expressed full satisfaction in his Job and 
doc)dad to stay on In it throughout life. He comes from 
a middle-class family. Ills father Is a retired Postmaster. 

He lives all alone in a rented house and gives substantial 
financial help every month to his -vd-dowed sister. 

He claims to be a self-made man. He received all 
his education as a regular student without any break. He 
ms placed in the third division in his B.A, and second 
division in his M.A, exajninatlons. 

During hl$ free periods» he is usually found in the 
library «»mgst stud«its studying magaaines, newspapers 
and dlsdmsslng various matters with sttMents, 






543 


On the check-lir.t ( Appendix 16 ) for ® positive 
3t-itementp 5 he received checks from all the studentsB 
Thfise statements read likes He treats us Just like his 
r.ons/daupiiters or biothers/sisters. He himself acts In 
the m,ann®r in which he wants us to do. He has a sound 
knovledRe of his subject. He does not like private tuition. 
He points out our mistakes sympathetically and does not 
scold 115 , He encourages us for asking questions while 
teaching in the class. He has high ideas. We can learn 
lx lot frota his life. He does not mlsn any of his class 
periods. Ho teaches us very earnestly, and he stops us 
from following wrong paths. 

Very few students attribute negative statements 
to him. Only a few such statements attributed to him are 
likes he assigns too much home-task to us. He checks the 
homo-task only when lots of it gets aocunmlated. He sends 
ns awfiy from the school for his personal work. 

In the interview with the investigator, this^the 
most accepted teacher exnressed his inner feelings like 
this i 

** These days misfit people have entered into 

teaching profession* Biucation is on the wrong 
lines - wrong planning and in managements there 
are selfi^ people with no missionary spirit. 

They are running institutions as sources of 
income. 

Teachers are loaded with too mch clerical and ex¬ 
tra curricular activities. Uiere is no rapport 
between teachers and pupils* Political motives 
do not allow teachers to mix with students iiifeo are 
source of Joy for them*” 
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In tlie final examination 28 C 58«33^) students 
woro successful in the sub.lect taught by this teacher. 

• -leachfer 31» Ng. 3 from School 

"Vlth a mission to give good citizens to the 
society'^ - this v;as the answer of this accepted teacher 
in response to the investigator's enquiry about his join- 
i ug •s c hool -1 e ach in g u ro f e s si on, 

Wc find this teacher Is accepted by 24(86,72;^) 
stud*-'nt.s on 3oclometrlc Tost and by 26(92.86J^) students 
on five-point Liking Scale and he is found accepted by 
21{7rr%) students, both on Sociometrlc Tost and five-point 
Liking Scale. He gets acceptance ahoice from all the 9 
students wliom he gives acceptance choice on Sociometric 
Test. Again, he, too, gets 9 acceptance choices in respon¬ 
se to his om rejection choices for students. But a,gain 
this teacher is hardly acceoted by his colleagues. 

He is 32 years old with 8 years teaching experience 
and enjoys a good family life with his wife wirio also is a 
school teacher. He owns his house and possesses many 
necessary articles at home. He comes from a good educated 
family and received his education as a regular student 
without any break in it. He is quite free and frank with 
his students who find an easy access to him. 

H© got his feelings recorded like this* 

" Teachers should not do tuition work. Th^ 
sjhould not join politics, if they join, school 
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atmosphere shoulh be kept untouched. '-I^hey should 
develop like blood^relations \-;tth students, l^iey 
should try to keep knowledge of subject up-to-date. 
They should not hesitate confessing their faults 
even before students. They should tiy to help 
students sol'j'e their problems of xdsatsoever their 
nature ms’- be. If possible they should help 
students wr money too. Better, if schools are 
Ssingle shifted and have good arrangements for 
.snort s and lib rail e.s, " 

On tho check-list nearly all nositive statements 
ar»' ntt.ributfnl to him. Nearly all tho .students attribute 
tri him the statciment.o readlrif' a.si He always think.o of 
our welfare. Ho removes our difficulties of the lessons 
taught by him. He has a sound knowledge of his subject, 

Hu i.s punctual in coming to the cla3.s. He does not x>unish 
without any fault. Ho has high ideas. He does not discri- 
minat,e among, .students while examining examination an.swer- 


shoot s. 

However, some students complain that he Is very 
lacy. He goes on consulting book.s \dille teaching. He can 
not contTOl tho class* He does not tell us any thing diffei’ent 
from the course* He turns u.s out of the class over small 
things. 

Teach&r.. BIjl—Nj5j9,_J^ 

'*! Joined this profession as I found it a respectable 
profession", replied the teacher when asked >^y .she Joined 
this profession# 

are is accepted by 20 (80^) of her 25 students* 
satisfied in her Joh, this lady teacher of 2S years of 
&«e,«n|©r# a fo«>d reputation a^ngst her colleagues# ai© has 
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X."> yearr.' teachir.^ exnoTience* She comes from a respectable 
faml.l.y and leiads a good hapny family life vd-th her officer- 
husb/iDd enjoying all facilities in he^r own house. She is a 
f"'. .1, but ff'^ils so contended that she does not think of im-" 
nrov lug her academic quaLlfIcatlons by vforklng for M, A. and 
other degrees. 

In an interview with the investigator, she said; 

" hard TOi'k is not valued by the authorities. I 
am not satisfied with the courses which have 
been thro’^^n upon teachers* Books are not 
suitable. fitudonts are arrogfint but still 
are resooctful." 

■ffe 

Un the check-list/"foliowing stateiments are speciHlly 

iP-v 

attrlbtxted to this teacher by allp student;;; yhc treats us 
junb like hur own sons/daughters or brothers/sisters. She is 
punctual to corae to the class. In the class, if v/e do not 
xinderstand anything and ask questions, she readily answers 
them. 3he checks our knowledge of the lesr;ons taught the 
previGi s d'ij. Her way of teaching is very good, 3he is 
always rearly to listen to our problems. 

Ihe following negative statements are also attri¬ 
buted by some students to this teacher: lire turns us out of 
the class over small things. She disheartens us by saying 
'’You Cannot learn anything" She sometimes uses even un¬ 
desirable language for us. She goes on consulting books 
teaching. 

4. !foaeh©r SI. Ho* 1 from School S- 2 , 

34 year old womOTi teacher Is accepted by 
&4C8S*a0D students* ai# is teaching for the last 16 years. 

She received her education mostly as a private student but 
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it was almost a continuous one. She comes from a good 
ffimJly b-ickground and o-v/ns her house equipped with all 
mofh ni facilltiew of life. 

In the Interview she sayss 

'* A teacher always remains busy - especially in 
chocking note-books. If a teacher work.s well, 
she gets a good response," 

from the check-list we* find nearly all the 
students are In agreement thuts She treats us .lust like 
her own sons/daughters or bpothers/sistei’s. 3he has a 
sonnd knowledge of ht r subject. can ask hc’r quest ions 

without any fear. ohe stops us fi-om following wrong paths. 

And the complairfe found against this teacher 
by some students ares dhe goes on consulting books while 
teac'‘-\ing. She sometimes uses tindesirab l.e language for us. 

She does not tell us anything different from the course. She 
disturbs us by saying "ii'on cannot It.am anything." 

Part B - Extreme Cases of rejected teachers by 
student s. 

In part A we have made mention of teachers who 
are accepted most by their students and now In this part we 
make mention of teachers who are rejected BKJst by their 
students. 

1. Teacher No. 2 from School B„i 

1# find this teacher accepted by none and rejected 
by 45(03*75^ out of 48 studMits. At the age of 4S» he has 





only years teaciilng experience at his back and does not 
want to reveal what he wa.s doing prior to hiw Joining the 
present profesnion of school teaching. He refused an inter-™ 
view with the researcher but the investigator could bring him 
TOund after a good deal of persuasion and discussion. He 
has scored 119 points out of the total of 120 on Job-satis¬ 
faction scale. Tru«-'Ly, he may be feeling quite satisfied 
In his present teaching profession after having left the 
othor/s wiilch he never likes to tell to anybor^y. He received 
h-is education with gaps i.e. lb is found there is 5 years 
gap in his Matrlcnlation to Graduation, again after 5 years 
he did his M.A. and again waited for 5 years for his Bachelor 
of Teaching. 

He is ridden with financial tightness and Is 
found spiritless. Ihe investigator never heard students 
sneaking very highly of him. 

At the time of administration of Sociometric Test 
f.f Teacher- Teacher Uelatlonship, he was veiy much annoyed. 

will you do with these names?” Ask me some relevant 
question.'* Mter long persuasion, he gave his choices. 

This made the investigator record "Keally? very difficult 

to make the test a success.” 

In the interview he says? 

'^he classes are y'ery crowded. Individual attention 
Is not possible. Looseness in behaviour is found 
from all boys.” 

From the checfe-list we find 48.51^ of total 
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frequencies of negative statements are attributed to him® 

/ill negative statements are attributed to him but statements 
live the following are said about him by al]. the students, 
rir Is Irritable by nature. He is not able to complete the 
courses in time. He complains against us to the principal 
vrry often over very trivial ii. ibters. He insults us in the 
clasr. itself. In the class, he teaches less and talks of 
nthor ii'relevant matters moi'e. Ho sends fox the parents 
to the school over trifles. He asks us to engage him as a 
nrlv'ite tutor. 'lien we ask him some question, ho tells Us 
to consult some Intelligent students. He cherishes revenge 
in his heart. 

However some students say for him*. He teaches us 
very earnestly. He is a hard-working teacher. He is punc¬ 
tual in coming to the class. He assl -'is home-task regularly. 
He has a sound knowledge of his subject. 

H. leachor Hi. Ho. i from school H-ti . 

What made you choose this profession*)? "Last resort" 
says thin teacher. He is rejected by 19(67,86^) students and 
is accepted by only 6(2l.4S^) students on Socloraetric lest. 
This 31 year old teacher has 8 years teaching experience at 
his back. 

Tlie investigator recorded his interview ass 

** Teacher should not do such work as would hinder 
his work, l-et him do his tuition work, provided 
It does not effect adversely his school work. We 
do not check our note-books well In time.” 

H# is also not found liked by his colleagues on 


Socioaetrle Teat# 
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On the eheck-~li:jt we find as many as 48»44^ of 
thf total frequrncles of the negattve statemaits have been 
atti'ibuttMl to him. Some of the statements which have been 
said about this teacher by stLl students are the followings 
he in irritable by nature. He teaches us a little bit and 
tht-n tuiln us to learn the remaining part ourselves. He 
fills ill finding ou^t the culprits and punishes the Innocemt® 

H*j ants 11 ,'.- to engage him as a private tutor. He does not 
listen to vhit wo have to n.ay and gets things done in the 
way hf: likes. He often sits idle in the class. Ho discri¬ 
minates betwen worjc and good students. He does not chock 
tiif) hinme-task himself, but gets it checked by the students, 

H</ HI rfi rmt, lates between the rich and the poor students. He 
simply wants to finish the course, vftiether we understand it 
or not. Vie are always frightened because of his strict 
behavi o\ir. 

Ho\i;eV('r, s^ome of the students have attributed 
st.atemontn to him too: He does not miss any of his 
class periods, lie is punctual in coming to the class, 

3, Teacher SI. No, 2 from school G-1 , 

This 41 year old lady teacher Is unmarried and 
possesses 20 years' teaching experience. She is found accepted 
by only 4(16^) students and rejected by 16(64^). She is 
not found wscepted by her colleagues also. She holds Im^ 
portfioit portfolios in the school. Her academic record shows 
that she r*o®lT®d her education with intervals* 
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In the interview with the investigator she saysi 

These days students have less understanding and 
are not talented* 'Hiese days students are in- 
disciplined and for It fatally background of 
student Is responsible. However, our negligence 
may add bo it. VJe are .also not all alert to¬ 
wards our duty. We do not adhere to " Work is 
warship". l-/e are not creating respects In stu¬ 
dents for us. Education does not develop morals 
in students. There should be moral education," 

On the Soclometrlc Test? she has been found rejected 
by students but on check-list she receives 20 . 60 '^ of total 
frequencies of posit Lve statements and only 12, frequencies 
wf ncK.'itive statements are attributed to her. She is said to 
hold goori th(*sc statementss Slie herself act.s in the miirmer In 
which she wants un bj. She has a so\md 'mowledge of her sub¬ 
ject. We alwavf? understand, whatever she teaches. She is 
nnnctu.al In coming to the school. She lives a simple life. 

Some of the students have attributed these state¬ 
ments to horj She often r.lts In the class and asks us to do 
snmo v/*) rk. dho does not listen to what we have to say and 
gets thlai's done in the way she likes. She checks the home- 
task only when lots of it gets accumulated. She complains 
against U3 to the principal very often over veiy trivial 
matters, 

4, Teacher SI. Ho, 2 from .Schp , ol ._^:r^« 

Ihls 3S year old lady teacher also is unmarried# 
ai# has been teaching for the last 13 years. Wen asked*,"itiat 
aad* you choos® this profession?”,she replied, «Just by chance 
I did aot ime it from the very start,« 
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aie Is rejected by 17 (62»96;^) students and Is 
accepted by only 4(14^32^) students. Again, she Is accepted 
by tvw of her colleagues and is rejected by none, Sbra comos 
from a v^.r/ vj-ell-to-do high class family and had received 
her education as a regular student. 

On the check-«llst oho receives only 12,60*^ and 
of the total frequencies of attributions of positive 
and nogutive statements respectively. 

Some of the negative statements read ass 3he gets 
liiigry over petty things. She checks the home-task only 'wtien 
lots of it gt-ts aceumnlated. She goes out of the class quite 
froqiu'.ntly during the period for teaching us. She quite often 
does not trake her class periods. She complu-te:; the course 
only near the examination and this leads to some hardships 
for us. She does not tell us anything different from the 
cournn, Me are- always frightened in her periods because of 
h‘- !■ sti'lct behaviour. 

However, these positive statements are also attri¬ 
bute i to her by some studentsi She stops us from following 
wrong paths. She does not discriminate among stiidents while 
examining examination answer-aheets. She does not punish 
without any fault* 9ie removes our difficulties of the lesson 
taught by her, 

Sh9 did not give any comments in her Interview 


with the investigator* 
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Kxtrome cases of accepted and rejected 
students by teachers 

in the follo-'/dng few pages, we will discuss 4 accept¬ 
ed rind 4 rejected students, one each from the four schools. 
These are the students who are accepted inost and rejected 
most by their teachers as dlsucssed in our Chapter Vl on the 
basis of tile analysis of Teacher-Pupil Relationship. We divide 
this section in the following two partss 

Part G - Extreme cases of accepted students by 
teachers. 

Pali: D - Extreme cases of rejected students by 
teac hers. 

Part C - Extreme cases of accepted students 
by teachers . 

1 , Student 31 Ko. 28 from School B-i . 

He is found to be accepted by all teachers both 
on the doclometrlc Test and the five-point Liking Scale. He 
Is also accepted by his 34(70.33^) classfellows and is rejected 
by only 3(6.25/^) students. On the Rating Scale of charac¬ 
teristics ( i^pendix 14 ), he secures the maximum score of 
243 out of 850 with rank I amongst his classfellows. That 
means teachers find him well-behaved, industrious and in¬ 
terested in studies, respectful, obedient, regular, active, 
and clean and have good habits. On the check-list 
(%p«ndix IS) teachers have placed him in the statements* 
to hl» classfellows In studies. Takes part in co- 
curricular activities. is tuteXllgent as well as Indus'* 
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trions* He asks intelllp,ent questions in the class. He Is 
except tonally well mannered. He Is a cheerful student, ile 
Is nu1te a reliable student, 

iils total score on the socio-economic background 
of his family was 33 with a rank of 29 amongst his 48 class- 
fellows, Again his IQ is 149 with a rank of 1.5 and academic 
ac-iievemcnt Is 365/500 with 1st rank In his class. 

The student has commented on "what makes you dislike 
a teacher?" as J 

" Today, the student Is not contended with his 

teachers. Main, ■reason for this is, that teachers 
engage in private tuition work. If students do 
not engage them, teachers fail them and threatens 
them with dire consequences. Soraetlraos, a teacher 
is more attracted tovrards a student of a rich 
father wliich develops 3eaLous,^y in the hearts of 
other students. Besides all this* teachers 
are also victims to vices like smoking, drinking 
and taking opium. '* 


fjtudent SI. No. 26 from School B-»2. 


This most liked student by teachers in this school 
necures 2:j8/350 score on the Hating Scale of Cheracteristics, 
lie Ls found to possess all good characteristics of a student 
wiilch is liked by teachers and in this regard he secures 
the first rank amongst his 28 classfellows. On 1h.e check-list 
he is Slid to be* helpful to his classfellows in studies. 
Intelligent as well as Industrious, takes part In co-curricular 
aotivltieij asks Intelligent questions in the class, e:»cept« 
lontllT well-maimered, brings personal problems to teachers 
oheerfoX ftudenti takes inlttatiT® In doing good things, 

mi. is 
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Jor socio-economic background of his parents, he 
secJiros .B points and ranks third in this respect amongst 
fits cla:^!sfollovjs. His IQ was found to be 92 which ranked 

him 16 .and academic achievement of 2B5 marks ranked him 91^1 
in the class. He was found accepted by his 9(33,33j^) and 
rejected by only 5(19,52>t) cl as sf el lows. 

stu dent Jl, No. ll from School G-l . 

fuls most ll'ced student secures first rank for 
her score on lixtlng ;>cale of Characteristics with 238/250 
scores from her teachers. She is found by her teachers on 
check-List as* helpful to her clasofellows In studies, 

Intel I Unnt as well as Industrious, asks Intelligent questions 
in the clacs, exceptionally well-mannered, cheerful student, 
quite reliable and a humble student. 

ohe is accepted by 8(33,33/) and rejected by 
4(16.67/) clansfellows, MLth her i',J 145, she ranks second 
with aCiidemic achievement of 227 marks she Xaiiks first and 
with respect to her 24 classfellows with a score of 2^ , she 
ranks 15th position for her socio-economic background of 
her family. Hhe says: 

’'¥e don't like teachers who do not treat us all 
alike, are strict, do not exeuse us for our 
faults, \dio are busy in their owi work in the 
class, and finish the courses of studies hurriedly 
near examination when we fail to follow them, do 
not help the weak students and. teachers who are 
found engaged in gossips with their colleagues 
and miss their class periods wiiile taking their 
meals," She says, "We like teachers who are polite, 
treat all students alike, check our note-books 
carefully, and point out our mistakes to us. " 
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Student ol. Wo a 19 from School Ci~ 2. 

She ir: ranked 1 for her characteristics on the 
H jtinr 30ale by teachers with a total score of 215/250. She 
is also sal i to be! helpf\il to her elassfellovs In studies? 
intell inent as well as industrious, asks intelligent questions 
i.u tho class, exceptionally well-mannered, avoids taking part 
'n oo-curricclar aotivities and takes initiative in doing 
tV>o’l faiuius such as social service, 

due is also accepted by 13(50^ ) and is rejected by 
only 1(3.35;^) classfallows, 6be ranks second with 318 marks 
hi academic aciiinveraent, ranks 16 with her 99 IQ and is 
placed at hind positinn for her socio-economic background oi 
h*"'!' f-'tmily amongst her 26 classfollows* 

Part D - dxtrcme oases of rejected_student s 
by teachers . 

Wo have seen wiiich students have been liked most 
by tfsaclnirs in each scliool, now we study one student from 
i acn school who is found disliked most by teachers, 

1, from ..school^::!. 

Disliked by all teachers, he ranks 43rd amongst his 
classfellox^/s on the ratings of teachers for his characteristics 
on Raline Scale, It means he is found by teachers disinterested 
In studies, work-shirker, misbehaved, irregular, inactive and 
dirty having bad habits In him. On the check-list he finds 
this© statem«its attributed to him by teachersi He is in the 
habit of running away from the school. He is in the habit 
of n»in« mfair means in the examination. He avoids taking 
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vart in co-.c\irricular activities. He is careless in studios 
In t-ho ci.isn. He pays no hoed to teachers* sufr,p,estions8 

He is also disliked by 10( 21.27';ji) and liked by 
■ nly classfellows. vH-th his IQ ISOj he ranks 

rirst,|-hLs academic achievement score of 19S marks ( out of 
■iOO) Tan 'S I5th and ■'•/ith a score of 34 on socio-economic 
bac-'FroraKl of his p-irents, he ranks 26.5 in his class of 
'•-H '.itnh'att;::. 


II 0 says: 


'* Method of tcachiiif^' and their tellj.ng of matters 
of general knowledge, attract their students to¬ 
ward.- , 'acheru, 'liiciy are expected to treat us 
well •".id don't take tlie helo of rod to brinij 
discLpllne in the clas.sroom. They should he lp 
us romovluf-; our bad habits. But thejx are tilings 
in teachers these dnyr which they should better 
shun. iHl teachers expect maximum of private 
tuitions and they pass those students only wiio 
^"Sdcage them as private tutors. Some teacherj; 
are found gossiping with each other and come 
to the class even fifteen minutes late, Borne 
teachers read key books at home and get annoyed 
when asked any question. Some teachers are fX) 
cruel that they stai-t beating over petty things. 

otudent si. Ho 8 9 from Cchool 


He is raiked 28th-the last one in his class on 
Rating Beale. This means he is found devoid of all charac 
teristics #iich make teachers like students. He gets the 
score of 134 out of 250 for his characteristics from hts 
teachers. On the check-list, he-is attributed with state¬ 
ments saying that; He does not give a good response to 
teachers* day-to-dty questions. H© Is in the habit of 
uftet 'tmfair mms to the examination* H© copies home- 
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voik i.ro:n othfirs’ no1^e-books. He does not respect the 

rnlos nn-i roRnlntlons of the school. He is In,attentive 
in thu class, ilo does not subralt; his home-task in time* 

“O I (aids cheap and undesirable literature, he does not get 
.1 In 'lift lenities solv€id in the class. He does not keep his 
tin (>-books neat and clsein. He Is a rlng-lesder. He does 
not brliip, books or not.e-books to the class. He is in the 
habH; ot running awav from the class. He remains mostly 
absent imm the class, Ht; neither studk.'s nor let othei’s 
ntudy, ile Ls in the habit of making lame excuses in defence 
f'uLtn, He is in the habit of showing himself ofi'» 
n<' Indtjlpcs in antl-ooclal habits such arj stealing. 


iie ranks HO. 5 for his socio-economic background, 
::m. 5 for his i'l of 77 and finds his place at B'.-nd for his 
aCftdemic aGiiieveraent in the class. He is also rejected by 
clansfellowG and is accepted by only 6 of them. 


He says: 

" iliu j’c are touchers vlio teach well. But there 
are teachers also who don't teach well and load 
the student unduly vdth home-task. Some teachers 
call students'pare* nts to schools under false 
pretexts and complain them about students base- 
iessly. i'heir main, motive of calling parents to 
school remains to bring round them to engage them 
for private tuitions of students. They reveal 
the question papers to students who engage them 
as private tutors and let them get through the 
examination. But these very students fail in the 
Board Examination, There are teachers who smoke 
before students and come to the class Just ^©n 
the bell to end the class period is due to ring. " 

3» Btudent „ 1.f roat,. School.. Q*! . 


She ^so ranks 2Stfa ( the last) on the Eating Scale 
of Ohara 0 t«xi»ti 0 s# It jaeans she is found disobedient, dls^ 



559 


rf,pect4iil^ niis-behaved, disintcirested in studies, work 

inactive, dirty and not no ssesslng good habits® 

'■-‘11 t,na chj;ck,-31st she in s;iifi to bes She does not give a 
good response to teachers' dnv-to^day questions® She avoids 
takiru- part in on~curricular activities® She is dull® She 
In inattentive In the class. She Is a talkative student, 
dhfj does not submit her home-task in time. She is conspi- 
n*Jou:’,ly ill-mannered. She does not keep her note-books 
no'it and clean. 

She is tiio stuaent who is accepted by none but 
if, rejc.'cted by 15(62,60/-j) classfellows. She ranks the 
lost In IQ with 77 and In academic achievement of 122 marks 
in her class. However, she finds 4.5th place for the 
sooIn-ecnnoiniG background of her parents. She says; 

"We like teachers wiio teach vrell, talk, to us well, 
don't beat us and are never annoyed with students. 

Hut we find teachers who ai’e always after fashions 
and scold us all the time. liioy are not punctual 
in the classes. They speak very well with some 
students vrttlle are vi ry rude with others® "[^ey 
resort to even beating which is not allowed in 
the schools." 

4. dtudent SI. Ho. 20 from School G-2 , 

Teachers have placed her at the 25th place amongst 
87 classfellows with the total score of 168/250 on the Rating 
Scale of Characteristics. We can say teachers have seen him 
least hard-working, least respectful and obedient, mis-behaved, 
least regular, active and least neat and clean and possessing 
mmy dirty habits* On the check»list he is attributed with 
thtf« itatemmtst aie is in the habit of showing herself 
off# Sh© is dull. She avoids taking part in oo-ourriomlar 
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3hft 


f Is in the habit of malting larae excuses in 


lUiftuiCe of hor faults. 

On :'^ielci!iiBtrlc Test, she has been accepted by 4 
w.Krran rejected by her 8 classfellows. ’Ath her IQ 91, 

17th)In academic achieveinent_, she is placed at the 
>th place and she ranks 11.5th amongst her classlellovfs for 


ti.c ;riol(i-rnonn:ik background of her parents. She says. 

"There Is one teacher vtiom ve like most because 
ahe teaches very well. She treats us nic ly. 

If we don't follow her lesson at the iwsu 
instance, she is ready to repeat it ten time.. 
tlZ pound we like all teacjjrs bocaus all 
tench vi'ry well, wi‘ich we are able ^ 

There is a teacher who us too much of 

home-tnsk but again she is iound to love u. 

verr much," 






CHAPTER ari 


summary and conclusion a 


i ll i'ht ii- yrioii 

Tenchin^» is essentially a process of coamiunication 
fiu 1 human, rel.ntionshipi It involves the interplay of per- 
suinlitles, the central ones bein!:^ those of the teacher 
riu”i pupil* 

Wti consider school as a miniature form of society 
■-.al a mnrnlfled replica of family. The teacher, the pupils 
and the curriculum are considered to be the fundamental 
co-iuonruits of the school. Beautiful buildings, up-to-date 
textbooks, liberal laboratory facilities, abundj^t instruc¬ 
tional aldy and huge library provisions are, no doubt, 
important aspects of academic life but these are all the 
tools In the hands of the teacher and taught to work upon. 

loving, affectionate and personal relationship 
o«it ab ’ Inhnd between the teacher and the taught, stimulates 

the teaohfT to tae painstaking »(ith his students, generates 
enthusiasm in the student fox studies and oonseiuently 
Bakes the school an Institution which is a complete success 

for the society. 

Studies, reviewed in liicyclopaedias of Educational 

Research «id .X^vhere related to Teacher-PupU Relationship, 

h.we ooncerhed themaelyes mainly with only toe oharaoteristio 
of WaoWr-PupU Relationship Is a concern of two 




562 


inte ractinp, personalities at a time. Students very rightly 
c:c;M‘nt some characberlstics in a good teach©and it is, 
therefaro, uabnrfil that certain characteristics are also 
extxictefi by teachers in students, lioreover, teaCher-pupil 
relationship Ir essentially a multi-dimensional rGlation- 
ship snd any probe Into these relationships limited to only 
c'rriracterlstlos oC those interacting personalities -wlil 
not give us a complete picture of the state of affairs, 

Ag.'iln, wiiatevor research work has been done in the United 
Itates of America and elsewhere cannot be fully applicable 
for India, Our aided and government-run schools allovr ad¬ 
mission to all students irrespective of differences in their 
ec niomic and social status. In the social climate of the 
class, teacher-teacher and student-student relationships 
have their relevance when we probe into teacher-pupil 
relationships which have not yet been studied very much 
as yet. In this context, teachers* age, teaching ex¬ 
perience, designation, home conditions and his satisfaction 
In job on one side and students' intelligence and academic 
achievement on the other, are factors to be considered im¬ 
portant, The present study has made an attempt to consider 
these Important factors In the context of Teacher- 
pupil Eelationshlp, 

FUhPOSE OF TEK gfUM 

It is an investigation into the personal relation¬ 
ships between teaohers and pupils. Personal relationship 
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onaotHs the feelings of acceptance and likings cherished by 

Feelings of rejection and 
-iFnlfy the negation of personal relationship* The 
hri., probed into the number of students accepted and 
rG.,ecved by their teachers teaching them .and the number 
teaciu rs accepted and rejected by their students in tlie 
clnn.^n similarly, feelings of likings and disllklngs cherished 
b/ teachr.ro -and pupils for each other have been examined. 


liiC number of students accepted and rejected by 
tieir tfichers and the likings of teachers for students 
havo been oxuinlncd for their (students'): 


1. Characteristics as perceived by teachers 
nelatlnnship wi.th their clasafellows 
•h int ell li',once 
^ ♦ Ac ad 0 in 1 c ac h i ev ement 
c. Socio-economic background of parents 


dimilarlyj number of teachers accepted and rejected 
by their .students and their likings for teachers have been 
ex.’nnlucd for thnlr (te.achers’): 


1. Characteristics as perceived by students 
3. Job-satisfaction 

3. Relationship with their colleagues 
4i. Ag®j designation^ teaching experience and 
family background 


Z&jl i^ollowing three types of tools have been, used in 
this study3 

1, Tools constructed by the researcher; 

(a) Tuo Questionnaires I 
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(1) One questionnaire for teachers to enlist 
their opinion about vhat makes them like 
and dislike a student, 

(it) One questionnaire for students to enlist 
their opinion about ^Aiat makes them like 
and dislike a teacher^ 

^^^ ^' our five-point Likina Soal.es 

(1) For teachers to express their lik.lngs for 
stiidents, 

(ii) For teachers to express their likings for 
Coll, e agues. 

cm) For students to express their likings for 
te achers. 

Civ) For students to express their likings for 
students. 

Fonr SoGiometric Tests 

CD Teacher-Pupil Relationship 

Cii) Pupil-Teacher Relationship 

Ciil) Tcacher-Teacher Relationship 

Civ) Pupil-Pupil Relatlonshin 

( d) Tvp Kat1 nF, Scnl es of 

Ci) Teachers* characteristics 

Cii) Pupils* characteristics 

C e) Tvfo Check-lists 

(i) Teachers* check-list for students 

CH) students* check-list for teachers 

(f) ■Tob-S&tisfae.tlpn 

has sppll«a Llhart’s technique In its 
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^ 8^ ^nteiview ^Schedales 

(1) For students 
(il) For teachers 

In all, the researcher had developed 17 tools for 

hLr. invest Ln;ations. 

^^?^^ ^ <3.ardize d Tes t 

Jalota's Intelligence Test for students* 

3* Kecords 

Academic Records of Students' Annual Examination, 

UF XNVEJTIGaTlORS 

Tile study of Teacher-Pupil Relationship has been 
made in the light of number of students being accepted and 
rejected by their teachers and number of teachers being 
accepted and rejected by their students in the higher 
seeondar:/ classes. Again, in the same context and follow¬ 
ing the same approach, a study of student-student and 
teacher-teachor relationships have been made. This appro¬ 
ach of studying inter-personal relationships has been, very 
well known as Soclometry, It was found by the researcher 
that voluminous literature on soclometry, does not give us 
a clear-out mandate about the construction and application 
of Sociometric Tests. As enlisted earlier, the researcher 
had developed four Sociometric Tests and four five-point 
Ltting Seales, tae details of which are ©aqplalned belows 
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'1 j 

‘ ■»o nr>T,nictLog of iioclometric Tests 
ano -“p oint Liki n g 3c si es. 

tometrlc Test for Teacher-Pupil KelatlonsH ip 

in this tfist three activities were included 
(t) anuointment of monitors (ii) visiting students’ homes 
aoi (111) ta-clng students on educational tour* Each teacher 
w'is t-‘! give three names of such students vAiom he would 
1 ihs- to associate within each activity and also three 
na-n- s ( in each activity ) of students whom he would not 
1 Ho to associate with. Each teacher was thus to 
nine names for acceptance and nine names for rejection 
cho tee 

2. Sociometrlc Test for Pupil-Teacher Relationship 

Tills test included three activities; Ci) choice 
for class-teacher (ii) choice for house-master and (ill) 
choice for disclosing personal problems* Each student was 
to five three acceptance and three rejection choices for 
teachers. 

3 ^ Socl ometrlc Test for Teacher^Teacher Relationship 

This test Included three activltiles* CD choice 
for a companion for doing a school task assigned by the 
principal^ D-D choice for confidence as regards personal 
problems and (Hi) choice for companion for spending an 
«T#aing for recreation* Bach teacher was, thus, to give 
thr«« names for acceptance and three names for rejection 

citolce®* 
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“ >3oolometrle Test for S tud^nt- Student RfilationsJilTp/ 

'inlK tent Inclnded three activities! Ci) choice 
1 '-,y n eommnl^'Ji to sit wlth^ (ii) to play with and (ill) to 
w rl >;ith. In all each student was given an option to give 
nine iia’nes for accentance choices and nine names for rejec¬ 
tion choices, 

'fnese Tests and Scales were administered on 49 stu¬ 
dents of a tenth class and 5 teachers teaching them, twice 
v’th an Interval ot' four days. The analysis of test-retest 
administration of these tests and scales gave sufficient 
evidence that: 

(i) Tile nurahor and nature of activities and the 
numbei' of choices allowed for each activity 
In each Test was adequate and justified, 

(11) Use of negative criteria was also justified. 

(ill) Significant consistency of choices made by both 
teachers and pupils was established. 

(Iv) There was a significant consistency in total 
ratings of teachers and pupils on five-point 
hiking Scales. 

(v) There was a significant consistency in tiie 
individual ratings of teachers and pupils 
on five-point Liking Scales. 

2. A Pilot Study 

A pilot study was conducted on the tenth class 

students of tvu aohools - one government higher secondary 
school for boys and the other government higher secondary 
school for gliais. me sample for this study constituted 
31 *in. a»d 6 teachers in the first school and 42 boys and 
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6 tvnchcTr, in the fjecond .school. 

The analysis of this study helped in the following 

vny :': 

(1) Precautions to be obsei'ved in the administration 
of SoGloinntric Tc'sts find five-point Liking 3 0 0 JL €! £3 

( 11 ) lieightages to be given to the choices, in order 
of preference, made on the sociometric Tests® 

(lil) EffTcioncy of five-point Liking Scales in 

scivlng eus tools suppleraenting the Sociomettlc 
Tests in the determination of interpersonal 
rel ationshir) s, 

(Iv) Method of anjilysis of inteipersonal relation¬ 
ship from Sociometric Tests® 

3, An hzpl oratoiy Stud y for the Charact e ristic s 
of teachers coid pupils ® 

The Investigator found in his survey of related 
studies of teacheiwpupil relationship, that the field of 
sttidles has remained limited to the characteristics of 
teachers only. Xt was found that no studies were conducted 
iii wti Icii simultaneous study was made of tl.ve characteristics 
of teachers and cupil s as perceived by them in eiich other. 
Moreover, we do not find a substantial study made in India 
even on the limited area of the characteristics of teachers® 
And “viiatevcr has been said or written on this topic, are the 
ideas and views of educationists and psychologists® Neither 
teachers nor students have been asked their views on this 
pertinent question* The investigator has made an effbrt 
to make th© teachers and the pupils express themselves as 
to lAiat makes them like and dislike each other® 

me investigator has made use of survey method in 
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Itn nulto single toxitu A total of 232 responses wB'Xe 
col noted from six to^s’ schools. Similarly from 7 girls’ 
r>ch,oolsj responses from 198 students vere collected® 

Teach' rs of these schools .and teachers studying the 
bourse through Correspondence at the Central Institute of 
hriuoaii-jn, Delhi were requested to give expressions to what 
makea them like and dislike students. These included 72 
men and 63 women teachers. Findings of this study may be 
surnniarJ sod as; 


(1) EVen a study of a san^le of responses of teachers 
and puTiil.s gives us a profile of t©acher~pupll relationship 
in the context of wiiat makes both of them like/dlsllke each 
othe r. 


(11) The main advantage of the Exploratory Study 
h.-is been that it provided us vdth an objective and a scientific 
v.mtf^ach for the construction of four valuable tools* 


(ft) 


A Hating scale for teachers to rate the students 
on their characteristics® The following charac¬ 
teristics® mentioned by teachers the most, were 
included in this Scale} 


1. Indust piousness 

2. Being interested in studies 

3. Good behaviour 

4« Neatness and cleanliness 

5. Regularity 

6. Active or lazy 
7» Respectful 

8, Obedient 

9 , msciplined 

10* Good habits 


Cb) 


& Ratine! Scale for students to rate th© teachers 

L & ^riUtexUttos. In this Scale ^o, the 
foUOKing eharaoterlatles mentioned most by 

students were includedi 
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Method of teaching 

2, Loving behaviour 

3, Hegularity in classes 

4, Impartiality 
Good personality 

h. Leniency 

Telling of good things 
line of time in the class 

■^9 Punishment 

10* Und erst finding of students taught by 
teachers* 

To supplement the information received on these 
t’^) noting Scalesj the following two check-lists were deve¬ 
loped, They included statements expressed by teachers and 
pupil s, 

(iii) A. chock-list for teachers ( 50 statements) 
to got the students enlisted by teachers in certain cate¬ 
gories of behaviour, 

(Iv) A check-list for students ( lOO statements) 
to get the teachers enlisted by students in certain categories 
of behaviour. 

The reliability of ratings of teachers and students 
on the characteristics of each other on Rating Scales, was 
(letemilned by test-retest method ( after an interval of 8 
days) on a sample of 32 boys and 30 girls including six 
teachers teaching them. It was found that there existed 
a stability of 77,44^ and 69.37;^ in the ratings of boys 
and girls respectively. The stability of ratings of men 
and teachers on the characteristics of their students 

ws found to b© 74.15^ and 47*94^ respectively. It was also 
d«t«mln0a that there ¥as a significant correlation between 
til# two i©ts of ratings of the characteristics of all teachers 
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w,...lch r.inijed, bi', tween +«702 and +8445® However^ out of 20 
tf;f;Chers, th'* re were two women teachers for whom there was 
not H nl rrt 1. i. Lefint coef‘'icient of coi^relation between the 
twc? sotr, oi, ratings. Similarly, substantial coefficients 
cn rre I ailon in the range of ^.898 and +.425 were found 
ioi’ the* t wn nets of rat ings of teachers on the characteris-” 
tier; cr' .students. However, the values of "r" for three 
wo nun teachers which were as low as +.221 and +.206 level 
w^-^re nrit round significant, 

• ‘ Ai'ih L j < 

Oonr-.tmotion of oociometric Tests, five-point 
I, licing. Scales, Rating Scale of characteristics, Job-satls- 
fact Lon Scale for teachers and a pilot study involved 
444 teachers and 377 students. 


In the final stage, the sample of the study 
includes class tenth students of four higher secondary 
schools of Delhi - 2 boys' and 2 girls'. In all we had 
L:B students ( 76 boys and 52 girls) and 20 teachers ( iO 
women rind 10 men). Because of the stipulated administration 
of number of tools on the same subjects, the sample was 


limited to a manageable size. 



ck of personal Teacliei\- 



made 
Ip - 
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-ji'rlnnfj and gIio i 


(:0 Pui,n.„T. 


op.h of aGoeptance and re.jectiion for students 


'Packer Relationship - study of students* likings 
u.d cnolces of acceptance and rejection for teachers. 






Tile number of students placed in different socio~ 

.nf t-rlc categorleg both on the Sociometric Test and the five- 
pnlit Liking ocnle by teadhers was found, Ihese categories 
wore evolved as explained belows 

Loact- A student was placed in 
Ai'dihidh category wiien he had got at least one choice 
o‘ Mcoent-'ince and no rejection choice; he was placed in 
^Aiiik category wlien he was found to receive at least 
one rojoctiou choice and no acceptance choice; the student 
war, placed in category when he had received both 

choicos of accentance as well as rejection; and he was placed 
in .LillkA'Illi Catei'or;v when he had found no choice on Socio- 
Tiotrl'' Tent from tenchors. 


LAX§.u&5J;.tl'LJlA}l4ii£L- - A student was placed 

in eate'o t/ when 3 out of 6 teachers had rated him 

in higher scale values ( 5 or 4 ), he was placed in 
category when he had received 3 ratings of lower scale 
values ( 2 or 1 ) , in X30LAT.L category, when he was awarded 
3 ratings of mldfUe scale values (3) and In cate¬ 

gory lAen he had received ratings of higher, middle as well 
as of lower scale values# 
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acher , EeX ati on s h 1 n 

In thi:i context socloraetric categories were arrived 
nt in the following manners 

^ rlG T est - iliie number of students who 

gnv-. a teacher at least one acceptance choice A.COt!p l'iiSfe ^ 
at 1 era it nno rejection choice R-hJ ijCTKiii and no choice to 

were fotind for each teacher* Again, analysis 
war; mreie on the basis of number of choices received by 
oacu toacher, 

- The number of students 

a teaclior in higher ( 5 & 4 ) ACGjJ*TAi!l , lower ( 2 & l) 
nnd ml idle (3) scale values I^OLAll!; of the liking 
'jC ale, wei’fr found for each teacher. 

The whole analysis was made on the basis of number 
of students placed in above soclometric categories by teachers 
find rumbur students placing Individual teachers in these 
c. ptep.or ies, 

S'" indinga 

1* In all the four schools, it is found that only 
a .small number 635.93^^) of students get acceptance from 
their teachers, 

2, In all the schools, there are quite a large 
number of students ( 2S>,11%) who are rejected by teachers, 

3, There are also 20.31^ students towards whom 
teasshers have shoiia Indifferent feelings. 
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In all the schools 5 we find that only 2 out of 
r. are accepted by students. 

5, Out of 20 teachers 8 are accepted, 8 are rejeo- 
t»;cl fui'l for four teachers some students have expressed accept-, 
luc*.: vrfillo othersfshovni rejection, 

vie conclude, that in both the boys' and the girls’ 
hit'hor F.ocf:)rid,'*ry classes, there is a lack of Teacher-Pupil 
iitU,‘■•ticnshI.U and this fact supports our hypothesis, 

iiy p 0 the si. s II T|M-Gil 2 XaS.t§ldstj^_o f _te^^ra.^ 

liked by their students an d the 
characteristics of students as 
liked by thei r teachers in boys ’ 
and girls’ higher secondary classes 
differ from e a ch other , 

Analys is (i) Factor analysis of the ratings of 
teachers and students were done. In respect of teachers 
two cat^^goTles l.e. characteristics relating to their teach- 
in;' and charactcfrlst Lcs relating to their behaviour were 
arrived at. dlrailarly, students' characteristics were found 
in two catef,orie.s i.e, relating to their studies and charac¬ 
teristics relating to their behaviour, 

(11) Coefficients of correlation were found in 
between} total score of teachers on five-point Liking Scale, 
Soclaraetric and scores received by them on the Bating 

Seale of characteristics. Ihese relationships were also 
found between these scores and scores of two categories of 

characte ristic s * 
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(iil) otandard errors of difference between the 
0105 :. ot ntndents accepted and rejected were calculated* 

( Iv) Jt/andaixi errors of difference between the 


SCO rc s 


Lved by teachers from students accenting and 


rfj.iectlny them were calcuLated* 


(v) From the check-lists it was found what state- 
''O'Ut. ■’ attributed to accepted and -v/hat rejected teachers 
and stiuients. 


F 1 nd in g a 

1, Itudonts - both boys and girls accent and 
ri' Uict teachers in accordance with the way they perceive 
^'hnraot<*riStics liked by thorn in teachers. 

P,, Teachers accept or reject students when they 
find thorn possessing or not possessing the characteristics 
l iked by them In students. 

vl. Girls are more critical in their perception 
of characteristics in teachers than boys. Girls see both 
good aud bad in all liked and disliked teachers by them. 
But boys see only the good points In the liked teachers 
and only the bad points in the disliked teachers. 

4. ■ybraen teachers and girl students lay nrore 
eaiphasis on the behaviour of each other while men teachers 
lay more enc^shasls on the studies of students and boys axe 
ttox® particular about the * teaching* of * teachers « 

Ttim findings lead us to retain our hypothesis. 
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Hypothesis III Men teachers are less satisfied la 

their p rofession thin wmen teachers 
and th Is factor aflect s according ly 
their relationship with pupj.ls ^ 


Analysis 1 . Difference between the means of 
scores of satisfaction of teachers C men and women respect¬ 
ively) working In boys' and girls' schools was calculated^ 

2 , Coefficients of correlation vjere determined 
l.M'tween the total scores of teachers on Satisfaction Scale 

an d! 

(1) Number of students accepted and rejected by 
them. 

(ii) Scores given by them to all students on 
five-point Liking scale* 

(Hi) Individual teachers accepted and rejected by 
number of students, 

( Iv) Total scores received by teachers from stu¬ 
dents on five-point Liking Scale, 


Findings 


1. v/e find no/- difference between men and women 


teachers In the amount of their job-satisfaction^ 

2, It is Indicated that students' likings for 
teachers and teachers' likings for students are positively 
related with satisfaction of teachers in the job* 


Our hypothesis is retained to the extent that 

teachars' ralations with students are affected by their 
satisfaction in Job but the part of hypothesis that women 
tewhars f.al -or. satisfied than men teachers, is rejected. 
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Hypothosi!^ IV Teachers llk:ed by their eolleague s 

a re also liked by their students 

Goefriclents of correlation were found 

pt 

^i) total scj^res received by teachers on five-point 
Hkinp, Scales both from their colleagues and 
stiulents. 

(11.) nirnber of acceptance and re.-lectlon choices 

received by teachers both from their colleagues 
and students on Sociometrie Tests, 

!h Malvsls of the likes and dislikes for teachers 
by taelr colleagues and students was made with the help of 
"’.hit S'lciograms. 

nd lngs 

1 . Tliere is no significant relationship between 
t.he teachers' likings for colleagues and students' likings 
for these teacherra 

H, In boys' schools, teachers accepted by their 
colbnuues are hardly accepted by students but there is an 
lr;'i 5 cat ion that in girls' schools teachers accepted by their 
colleagues are also accepted by their students, 

3. There is more significant tendency in boys^ 
schools, that teachers disliked by their colleagues are also 

disliked by their students. 

4 , Teachers who are found equally accepted and 
rejected by their colleagues are also found equally accepted 

and rejected by their students, 

Omr hypotttesia is partially retained. 
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Hyn 0 1heis V S tudents liked by their claagfellows 
are ?jl so liked ty their teacher s 

/tnrxlysl.s 1, Coefficients of correlation were found 
lyt.v^'cn ,' 10 ''. 1C:;: received by students on five-point Liking 
c'irj i .lie S.ofnet r ic Tests from their classfellows and 

te.'iCii*' "''r« 

L. A .siffiultaneoiis study was made of students 
yl.-yu'l 'in fUrt'erent .sociometxic categories by their teachers 
and cl 'is;:f ollovrs. 

i' Ind Ings 

1. ihere is a tendency that students liked by 
tiielr cl risid’eXlov;? are also liked by their teachers. But 
this tendency is found to be stronger in the boys' schools 

th.-m In the girls'. 

2. The students disliked by their clasnfellovs 
nrr not. noceS'warily disliked by their teachers in boys 
school;’., 

Tk Hie students disliked by their classfellows may 
be round to be liked by the Lr teachers in girls’ schools. 

We may conclude that the students accepted or 

rejected by their olessfellows are also accepted or rejected 

by their teachers. 

Hypothesis VI Teac hers like .. more int ^ l J O gg^ 

students ahd dislike 
gent s tudents . 


. Coefficients of correlation i»^ere 
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ar-t botweon tho IQ's of students and scores received 

nv them from teachors on five-point Liking Scale and Socio- 

r.f'trlc Ter*I, 



2, Standard error ^differercebetween the Mean 
IQ.; •'f* r.tu'Laits accepted and rejected by teachers, was deter- 


’•*' i nd ii'if'c 

1. llioi'c Is no significant relationship between 

i n lldliij’s if teachers for students and their IQs when the 
Mean and Median values of IQs are comparatively low. But 
thf re Is a nipnlficant relationship between these likings 
arvl l.,r Mean and Median values of IQs of students 

are comparatively higher. 

2. There Is no significant difference between the 
values of IQs of students accepted and rejected by 


t nachers. 


d, Acceptrc students ( by teachers ) ccoi be in either 
higher lower Intelligence groups. 

4, Most of the rejectee students ( In the eyes 
of teachers ) possess lower IQs. 


Ihese points go to reject our hypothesis. 

Hynoth.sls VII 

man-ha are li ked while_jw iHLJ2£^ 
achievements are dlslilced.. 


...ivsl. 1 . coefflolents of oorrol.tion w«r. 




'.nn'l: 




(1) bf»tv;fien the score given by each teacher to 

inllvihual sttidents and marks obtained by them 
in snb;5ects taught by the teachers* 

(11) between total marks obtained by students and 
total score received by them on five-point 
biking Scale and SociometrL c Tests 

y, Gtfindai’d error of difference between the total 

n.-ir'vn obtained by students accepted and rejected by teachers 

wao determined. 

s, Shi-square test was apnlied to number of stu¬ 
dent r. placed in different soctoraetric categories by teachers 
on Jnci'-xetrlc Test and mimber of students found at different 
levels of academic achievements. 

y Indi rigr 

Ther^i is a significant relationship between 
teacher.' llKln,;s for students and students' academic achieve- 
T.nnt in boys’ schools. The same is not true for all women 
teachers in girls’ schools. 

a. In boys' schools, there Is a significant ciiffe- 
renof between the academic achievement of students who are 
accepted and that of the students who are rejected by teachers 

3, In girls' schools, there Is no significant 
difference between the academic achievement of students who 
are accepted and that of the students *o are rejected by 

th« teacher®. 

4. Students' academic achievement and teachers' 

Variable a in cas® of tien, 

llSlnga for them are dependent vaxla i 




and independent in the case of vDiiien teachers 


On the whole, teachers' likings for students 
ar*'! i.hai;!- academic achievements are related to each other* 

The hypothevSis is held good in. the case of men 
te.acbTrs wiiereas it does not hold good in the case of 
wamr-n teachers. 

Hypothesis VIll Students coming from families 

of good soclo-ec o nomlc back* - 
gro uhds are necessarily lik ed. 

Analysis 1* Arbitrary but normally accepted and 
used velphtages were given to the level of Mucation, Income 
and Occiination of all the members of the family of the 
student to determine his socio-economic background. 

2. Coefficients of correlation were determined 
between the total score received by students from teachers 
on five-point Liking Scale and their scores for Education, 
Income and Occupation of their families. 

3. Standard error of the difference between the 
Mean scores of socio-economic background of the families 
of the students, accepted and rejected by teachers was 
determined. 

4. Chi-square test of independence was applied 
between tne number of students placed in different socio- 
metric categories by teachers and their scores on socio- 
econofflic background. 

FindingB 


1* Bducational, economic and occupational back- 
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t'lomid Oi th€; families of students bear no relationship 
with HtfinRs of teachers for students, 

2, Ihere Is no slf?,nlficant difference between 

' »if> ^Jcore^3 of socio-economic background of the families 

of students, accepted and rejected by their teachers, 

3. The twc variables i.e. teachers® placing the 
s In different sociometric categories and students® 

r; clo-oconnml c backgrounds of their families, are Indepen- 

'tlior.e points go to refute our hypothesis. 

uynothesls IX Teachers’ age, designation, teaching 

experience and home conditions are 
related to their 1 atlonship with 
students . 

T. Significance of difference between 
the racrm ages of teachers, accepted and rejected by students 
war, dotormlne(l. 

2, Slrniflcance of difference between mean years* 
of exru'ilence of teachers "accepted" and "rejected" by stu¬ 
dents was determined, 

3, The number of (i) "post-graduate" and (ii) 
"trained graduate" teachers in 'accepted* and 'rejected* 
categories placed by students were determined. 

4 , -me number of 'mariled' and 'unmarried' teachers 
'accepted® and '^rejected’ by their students was determined. 

5» Bie teachers accepted and rejected by students 
studied for their home conditions. 
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Find liif's 

1. Age of teftchern and students'' likings for them 
am ifuienondent variables. 

2. 'Chere does nob exist any significant differtince 
between the years of experience of teachers accepted and 
rejected by their students, 

3. More post-graduate teachers than trained graduate 
tr-nchers are liked by boys but girls make no difference in 
this regard. 

4. In girls' schools, out of five unmarried teachers, 
threo arn disliked and only one is liked by students, in. 
bovs' schools v?e had only 2 unmarried teachers and they are 
found to bo nccopied by students. 

5. Teachers vrith their poor family background and 
home conditions have been found to be disliked by students* 
However, teachers with good family background are not found 
to bo necessarily liked by students, 

KultI vnriate Helst1onshlp s 

Bi-varlate relationships were found between the 
likings of teachers and pupils for each other as related to 
various factors Included in the investigations. The researcher 
has also made an attempt to find out multivariate relation¬ 
ships between the criterion ( likings as dependent variable ) 
and the other independent variables. 

It is found that both for students’ likings of 
t.«ehers ma teachers’ likings ot stadents are accounted for 
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by ^liflorcnt variables in each one of the four schools® It 
floes show thnt each class constitutes its ovm fibre of teacher- 
pun II. Pf.-l itlonship, No f^ene ralization is possible® We need 
to study the uroblem in the context of each one of the school 
and >dthln the school in each one of the classes to arrive 
at effective and practicable steps to be taken to establish 
pood teacher-pupil relationships. 

Ife’ri ie s 

I^e rese'xrchor had made special detailed study of 
four teachers ( one from each school ) accepted most by 
stnrtentFi and four teachers rejected most by students. Simi¬ 
larly, four students accented most and four, rejected most 
have been studied separately in an exclusive chapter with 
respect to different factors with ’^hich the whole study of 
Teacher-Pupil Kelationship has been made. 

CQNC j uUhi.JG IQldi-IuNTS 

The csr>ential element-;of personal relationship 
between teachers and pupils have been found missing in 
the higher secondary classes studied intensively. Most of 
the teachers have not been found accepted by the students. 
Again, most of the students have not been found to be 
accepted by the teachers. Similarly, feelings of likings 
between teachers and pupils are found ■wanting. Irom this, 
we can infer the existence of only official or formal type 
of relations between teachers and pupils. These are the 
r«latl<ms in which they meet only for a few hours a day, for 
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i w '■i\rs fi v/eok, mid for a few month.'? a year to transact 
(..eital n bus jnosf'; In the four walls of a classroom in the 
ncjMwfjU f’hciso are the "Impo.sed upon" relations from >liich 
none if them cm escape. It simply shows as if a school 
ni t'l'i.'!.’/' Ik a government, or buainesrs office where teachers 
Liio'. r se,**tf3 as clerks under their principal, as section 
oMlcor wrien the students as cltiv.ens come and go under set 
niles mid repp lotions. Teachers are nob worried about their 
s.tndorits a.s individuals and students consider teachers only 
■t.s .some pur'ons engaged for them to tell them something 
written in the books. 

If .school Is to render services of a miniature 
society where the future budding citizens are developed and 
brought up under the guidance, supeivision and care of teachersj 
the absence of personal relations between teachers and pupils 
In the scliools noses an alarming situation in the field of 
pedagogy, 

ileal thy emotional situations and atmosphere are 
necesiary for .sotting up personal, relationships In a school. 

It is in the clas-sroom that the feelings of onene.s.s can be 
develooed, twD hearts may meet each other and the sense of 
belongingness to one another is created. The affection, 
acceptance, .sympathy, and appreciation which each person 
shows for the other in a positive pergonal relationship, are 
pleasing to all. They are happy to meet one another, work 
togetotr and follow and understand each other, when they are 
t 0 f»th#r held in healthy emotional bonds, Is the secret 

of personal relationship so very necessary in the learning -* 
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t e1C h 1 n g r.l tu at Ion, 


Teachers by virtue of their status-authority are 
ulacch in a leadership position with regard to these personal 
rolationn with students. In this context^ they have to shoul¬ 
der the major resnonsibil.ity. It is simply implied In their 
nrofessional obligations. They have to take the initiative 
tn fievelop a hnaltiiy climnto in the schools. It Is not 
snl't'ic lent f'or them to know good methods of teaching, be 
veil-versed In subject-matter and be custodians of some 
I'i.Tsirablo traits of character in their passive forms but 
tiiey are duty bound to e>:i)one themselves before the classes 
as sneh custodians consistently and regularly in an active 
hehavionraL mriiiuer. They have to create in themselves a 
strong aspiration and awareness of being liked and accepted 
by their students and of liking and accepting them. They 
have to shun rejections and dislikings from students and for 
students. Tliey have to watch very carefully, day-in and day- 
on t, how they are being held in the tender hearts of their 

students. 


The teachers should give up thinking that it does 

not matter much If they come late to the school, miss the 
class-periods, come unprepared, become careless in the absence 
of principals, talk irrelevant things In the classes and 
make things easy for themselves by resorting simply to punish- 
»«tt vety frequently. Ihey should clearly know that these 
ar, the very Isg-ortaht angles from vaiioh they ar. constantly 
observed and seen by their keen observers - students. Students 
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loo‘t into the things very minutely, Kiey may not resent 
onenly if their note-hooks are not checked properly and 
regnl.rsrly, their difficulties are not removed in the classes 
or t^U'V are not adecpiately attended to by teachers but all 
these things leave their impressions on them, ‘Biey do not 
aODrociato teachers' smoking, knitting, doing register -work 
in the classes or asking them to leave the class for 'no 
fault# 'Fhey condemn thai-teaching - which is simple repetition 
from books. 

'teachers should be ready to give an attentive and 
a r.ynraathetic hearing to the students and even encourage them 
t j ccjnfide in tiaem to establish a personal rapport. These 
are the necessary things pointed out by students wiilch they 
wish the teachers possessed. 

It is indicated that teachers’ acceptance by students 
and their acceotance for students are nositlvely related to 
teachers’ level of job-satisfaction. Here, the society comes 
into the picture - the status, prestige, and consideration, 

It gives t\3 the teacher. Major reasons for frustration in 
teachers rise from the scale of pay and prestige the society 
holds them in. Some deliberate efforts are deemed fit to be 
taken in this context. Teachers have to satisfy themselves 
in the prevailing situation >»h'ere the society has to expedite 
things to give a proper status to teacheiv in the w. 
affairs of the society. 

Teachers* age and teaching experience is not found 
to b« wmh related to their being accepted by students. 
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However 5 It is Indicated that comparatively younger teachers 
comLng from good socio-economic backgrounds are accepted® 

It Iti^lles that age and years of experience by themselves 
do not make a popular teacher* A teacher's acceptance is 
mnch related to his teaching and behaviour in the class uith 
the students* 

Students’ academic achievement, is significantly 
related to their being accepted by teachers* This seems 
quite natural In view of our exaraination-ridden system of 
education* Students with good acadeinic achievement add 
to the pass percentage of the students taught by the teacher® 
Liking for good 3 t\idents is all right but disliking for the 
weak ones is to be discouraged. Itio knows mere acceptance 
by the teacher raa^/" make a weak student better at studies* 
Teachers nee4 paying a good attention towards weak students 
lost they should be disheartened* 

Students' socio-economic background has no relevance 
for teachers to like or dislike the students. Students are 
accepted for their own selves - their behaviour* In this 
context, what is required is that the students cherish an 
earnest desire to enjoy likings and acceptance from teachers 

The higher IQ of a student does not by itself make 

the teachers accept him. They accept the students of lower 
IQ too. Hence, we can say that even intelligent students 
need wortclng hard to the classes and behare very well with 


tlmlr t#a0h#ri. 
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have to look into the responsiblllt/ of students 
■n forgtnf; good teacher-pupil relationship in the classes. 

It Is exiiocted by teachers that students are obedientj res-- 
nedhiii, Industrious, interested in studies, neat and clean 
nn i po!i lesn good habits. However, the inculcation of these 
! iyie traits of the personality of the student, is the overall 
atn our education* But students as such w:il3 have to corae 
for.;,•ad jtiorr or lens prepared for studies, end be full of 
r- .'jiv'ct, veneration and regard for their teachers, Adherence 
tn Simula manners, and courtesy on the part of students, goes 
n long way ^or them to win the hearts of teachers and sti- 
mulfite ttieiu to do their best in their duties. It is In their 
own interest that they do not lun away from the school, do 
not remain inattentive in the class, are not irrefhilar In 
nunmlttinn their home-task, do not alvrays indulge in, indis- 
cirdlne and find faults in their teachers. Let the students 
take It for granted that their teachers are good human beings, 
from vivim they can Iciam to grow and develop themselves, 

'Hi I a typo of attitude on the part of the students vdll not 
only make them feel interested in studies but also prevail 
upon teachers to perform their duties •vrfnoleheartedly, earnest¬ 
ly, sincerely and seriously* 

In bothfboys’ and girls' schools, teachers have 
more rejection than acceptance inclination towards their 
oolltagies. Ihe study of teacher-teacher relationship as 
a factor In teacher-pupil relationship, reveals that teachers 
accepted by their colleagues are also accepted by their stti- 
4«tf in glrli* schools whereas in boys' schools, it is found 
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th <t teachers disliked by their colleagues are also disliked 
by ,h(,ir students. It clearly Implies that it is the duty 
i>f ih.f> tuachers to develop and maintain healthy and happy 
TO 1 fit! r,nshlpr. amongst themselves. The study shov;s that 
vomen teachers should work harder towards improving relations 
with their colleagues so that their students like all of 
them bett<-r. It exhorts on men teachers too not to dislike 
any of their colleagues. 

It is found that students accepted or reiected by 
tnoir claar-follows are also accepted or rejected by their 
teaohr.rs, Tliis suggests that students should like each 
other so that they are liked by their teachers. 

Parents at home should inculcate a sense of respect 
and regard in the hearts of students for teachers. The 
denartment of education should improve conditions of service, 
Hie school administrators ^ould make ample time available 
‘luring school hours vixen teachers and students get-»together 
for intlirmal meetings. The braining Instl tutions have to 
eraphnsixe the importance of pupil-teacher relationship. 

Once teach', rs realise the signific.-ance of their personal 
relationship with students, they themselves are mature 
enough to set things right. This vdll not only result in 
fruitful and desirable results of schooling for the students, 
but students themselves will be the faithful messangers to 
get teachers an honourable place which is their due in the 

society* 

It is suggested that research work in the following 




591 


i loL^ir! :br 7 be conducted for further clarification and under- 
"tcndlnp of the Is'-’Ues raised and analysed in the present 

stiidv; 

h?:tenGive studies on student-student, teacher- 
teacher, teacher-principalj princinal-education 
officer relationships at all levels of school 
education* 

1:1* The desirable amount of the work-load of teachers 
( with a view to giving them ample time to meet 
the students individually on a personal level), 

3, Organisation and provision of desirable co- 
curricular activities so that the teachers and 
the pupils come into direct contact with each 
other, 

4, Adequate and proper Pupll-parents-teacher 
relationships, 

5, Teachers' interests, their before-and-after 
school time activities and their impact on 
teacher-pupil relationship, 

6, lob-satisfaction of teachers at various levels 
of school education with respect to their pay- 
scales, age, sex, teaching experience, quali¬ 
fications 0XC, 

7, Introduction of tutorial system in schools. 


^ 
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(Questionnaire for teachers) 

Gli^TRiU. IWSTITUTR OF EIXJGATIOK 
33-Ghhatra Marg, Delhi*? 


Names „ 
Schools 


Dear Sir/Madam, 

Students, educationists and psychologists have written 
much about the characteristics of a good teacher. But no subs¬ 
tantial probe has been made about the characteristics of stu¬ 
dents liked and disliked most by teachers. 

In the two questions given below, your opinion is 
solicited on the subject. I am confident that your honest, 
free and frank responses will b© of great help to us to under¬ 
stand iis pertinent question. 

Thanking you, 


Yours sinc 0 3?ely5 


Dated; 


(S.P. Mand) 
Ph. D, Scholar 


Q.Noals %at makes you like a student? 


Q.No»2 t %at makes you dislike a student? 






APPJjJJJDlX 2 


(Questionnaire for students) 

GiaSTBAl. INSTITUTK Of JEIXJCATION 
33-Ghhatra Marg, Delhi-7 


Name (Mr./Mjgs) __ .■ Class 

^hool'. . 


Dear student 5 

You are being taught by a number of teachers® Xn 
connection with a Research Woric in Education, we are interested 
to know the characteristics of a teacher which make you like 
him or dislike him. Your free and frank responses to the 
following two questions will be of great help to us in our 
research work® 

Thanking you. 


Yours sincerely, 


Dated} 


(S*p 0 Mand) 
Ph. D, Scholar 


Q® No® H Wiat makes you like a teacher? 


Q,Ko® 2i Wiat makes you dislike a teacher? 




Dear Sir/Madam, 


We are social human beings, come across a number 
of people in our day»to«day life. This is not feasible for any 
hufficin mind to cherish equal feelings for each one of those 

group with \Aiich he haopens to work. Individual 
^fferences in individuals differentiate them In our hearts. 
This is \Aiyj we consciously or unconsciously say and hear 
people saying, ”I like hijn/ber very much", "1 do not like 
him/her veiy imich", and some times such like observations are 
also made, "I do not like him or her", ^is is nothing but 
a human ciiaracteristic and the normal working of our minds. 


On page 2. a list of students of Class X is given. 
Against each name five alternatives have been given to express 
your liking for each one of them. Please tick { J ) mark 
under only one of the |iven five columns against each name 
applicable to him/her and leave the rest of four columns 
bl ank. 


assured, your expression will be kept strictly 
confidential and will not be made known to anyone or it will 
be used for any other purpose than this Research Work, You 
are requested to be all free and frank in your response for 
'which I shall be grateful to you. 


Thanking you. 


Yours sincerely, 


Dated1 


(S.p, Anand) 
Ph, D. Scholar 























(Five-point Liking Scale for teachers) 
GfflTRAL IKSTlTUrk OF FIXJGATION 
33».Ghhatra Margj 

Name of the teacher; 

School; ___ , _ _ 


l>©ar Sir/Madaraj 

There Is no denying the fact that you are working in your 
school not to your own absolute choice. However, you can say, you 
found a place in this school, I would say, simply you happen to 
work in this school. Again, your colleagues are not to your selec™ 
tion or choice but simply in normal course, they have become your 
colleagues. 

You have your day-to-day associations with your colleag^s. 
By virtue of your observations v^iile wiking In tlie school, your 
colleagues leave a particular image in your mind. Hils Is very nor¬ 
mal and usual process which works in our group life. Hils develops 
a liking for each one of the members of the group. Below a list of 
teachers teaching Class X,excluding yourself is given. Against 
each name you are given five alternatives to express your liking 
for each one of them. Please tick ( 7 ) mark In one column against 
each name apolicable to him/her and leave the rest of four columns 
blank. 

Rest assured, your personal likings will be kept strictly 
confidential and it will not be made known to anyone or used for any 
other purpose than this Research l^ik. You are requested to be all 
free and frank in your expression for which I shall be veiy thankful 
to you. 

Yours sincerely, 

(S,P« Maud) 

Dated’. _ Ph.D® Scholar 




I like 

1 this 

1 teacher 

SI. 

No. 

Name of the teacher 

The 

Most 

1 

1 . -! 

More 

than 

others 

Like 

others 

Less 

than 

others 

1 

The 

Least 

1 


1 





2 


1 



1 


3 


! 




1 

" 4 ' 


1 


... .. 





(Five-poiEt Liking Scale for students) 

cijktkal institute of nmc^iow 

33-Ghhatra Marg, Delhi-7 

Name of the student: __ _ _ 

■ School: 


Dear studentj 

In your personal talks you often say and hear from your 
friends saying, like this teacher very much", "I do not like 
much this teacher", etc, etc, Ihese are not only your utterances 
but such like observations are usually made by each one of us for 
the people with wliom we come into contact with. 

Following is the list of teachers teaching you this year. 
Against each name you are given five alternatives to express your 
liking for each one of them. Please tick (_/ ) mark under only 
one alternative against each name and leave the rest of four columns 
blank against each name. 

Best assured, your personal likings will be kept strictly 
confidential and will not be made known to any one and will not be 
used for any other purpose than this Research Work, Please be 
very free and frank, and express yourself without any reservation 
and hesitation. I shall be very thankful to you. 

Yours sincerely, 

( S.P. Anand) 

Dated: __ Ph.D. Scholar 
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(Five-point Liking Scale for students) 

gintral institote of education 

33»Chhatra Marg, Delhi-? 


Name of the students ___ 

Glass ----School 


Dear student, 


Each one of us is a member of the big human society. We 
llve^ our lives in tiny groups in the society. In groups ve develop 
thlcff and thin, far and near associations with the members of the 
group. Again, ve also remain quite indifferent towards many member 
of the group. This way of living is imbibed by ug by virtue of 
our hnmf\n bc4ngs. This lends the creation of feelings of likings 
fmd dlsllkings to their various degrees for each one of the members 
of the group we live in. Consciously and even unconsciously we 
often say and hear from others saying, "I like him very much''.*'l 
do not like him". ”1 have no special liking or disliking for 
him” etc. etc. There Is nothing very extra-ordinary about all 
this, but this is simply the natural phenomenon going on in our 
lives. 


Your class constitutes a group of students. You have 
your own liking for each one of your class fellows, A list of 
students of your class is givtai on page 2 , Against each name you 
are given five alternatives to express your likings. Please tick 
(y ) mark only one of the five alternatives against each name 
applicable to him and leave others blank. 


Best assured, your personal likings will not be made 
known to anyone and it will not be used for any other purpose 
other than this Research Work, Please be very free and frank and 
respond without any reservation and hesitation, I shall be very 
much thankful to you. 


Yours sincerely. 


DatedJ 


C S,P, Anand) 
Ph,D, Scholar 




, .HIGHKR 
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ACADEMIC AGHlKVMIKi: OF STUDEKTd 
MAiiKE OBTAINED BY BTUMTS IN RESPECTIVE TEACHERS® SUBJECTS 

S'’:hool B-l 


SI. 

No. 

Teachers® 


Serial 

Numbers 


Out of 
maiks ob¬ 
tained 

1 j 

2 

TX 

1 4 j 

6 

1 1 

47 

45 

62 

50 

m 

262 

U 1 

49 

33 


40 

44 

200^ 

3 1 

42 

39 

4S 

33 

48 

199’^ 

4 i 

39 

22 

41 

33 

SI 

170 

5 

42 

33 

36 

33 

54 

3B4’^ 

6 

37 

38 

37 

33 

3 

171* 

7 1 

42 

33 

50 

33 

53 

19S* 

8 1 

45 

44 

47 

33 

4S ’ 

215 

9 1 

1 

41 

38 

45 

32 

52 

208 

10 1 

1 

44 

34 

45 

33 

52 

199* 

11 1 

1 

1 40 

30 

42 

36 

43 

191 

Ik ’ 

60 

41 

50 

53 

44 

848 

1 

13 

30 

26 

28 

19 

28 

131 

14 

30 

26 

35 

12 

34 

137 

15 

33 

37 

33 

35 

34 

172 

16 

24 

34 

28 

18 

31 

135 

17 

32 

15 

20 

11 

32 

llO 

18 

34 

33 

36 

33 


161* 

19 

37 

34 

33 

33 

41 

167* 

20 

32 

32 

43 

32 

37 

176 

21 

19 

25 

24 

19 

36 

123 

22 

39 

33 

38 

38 

4S 

189* 

23 

42 

40 

46 


46 

213 

24 

53 

33 

30 

33 

35 

170* 

2S 

48 

47 

33 

32 

51 

2U 

26 

33 

47 

34 

34 

39 

180* 


44 

36 

m 

40 

52 

[ 221 

m 

71 

64 

71 

82 

76 

^ 364 


contd«,» 









starred marks indicate totals excluding grace 
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( 3 ) 


AGADliMIG AGHlJ^fAMTS Oi?‘ STUDJ^WTS 
MilRKS OBTiUKED BT 3TUDMS IN RiiSPiiCTIV'E TEACHERS' SUBJECTS 


School 0-2 
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(i^clometrlc Test for Teacher^Pupil Relationship) 

CSfTHAL IWJTiTUTJi; OF EDUCATION 
33-Chhatra Marg, Delhi™? 


of the teachers (Mr. /Mrs,/Miss) 
‘Jchool ___ 


Doar oir/Madam, 


In our teaching profession wj come intcontact with so 
many studonto. There are students whom we llTte while some 
others wtiom we dislike. Again, there are students towards 
’^lom VC feel qtilto indifferent. There is nothing very partl®^ 
cniar aboiit all this? but this is simply the way our associations 
arcj developed with, the neople with iihom we come into contact 
w3,th. 


You are teaching so many classes this year Including 
Class X. A list of students of this class is given on page 2® 
Following are given the three activities for vhich you are 
roiiuasted to malce your own choices, You may choose the same 
student for different activities and even if you so like, you 
mfiy not name any student for any one of the activities given 
on pagts 

Rest assured, your personal choice will not be dis¬ 
closed to any one and will be kept strictly confidential® it 
win. not bo utilized for any other purpose other than this 
research work. Please be very free and frank ^d respond 
without .'iuy reservation and hesitation. For this 1 snail e 
Very grateful to you. 


Yours sincerely, 


( S^P.^ Mand) 
Ph,D« Scholar 


Hot#* Th@ list of students is given on page 2, 












(3) 


^tippose yon are to appoint XHRfiifi MONITORS In the class® Please 

nnne In order of preference those upon whom your choice wuld 

fail. 


First prefer-?nce 
decond prefoPrince 
Thlrti preference 


ouppoae there Is a programme to visit STUI^'ITS® liOMSs Please 
name the students you irould like very much to visits 

Fir s t p re f v reno 0 . . . ■ - _ 

decoiid preferonce _ 

Thirl preference . .. 


3, if there is an EkiucationaX Tour and all others things are 

poa.ilble, please naJne three students vjhom you ■vrould very much 
like to accompany you. 


4 , 


6 


First preference , 
Jecond preference 
Tiilrd ureference , 


In your class in the selection of monitors, please name three 
stiidents ^om you think you wuld least like them to appoint 
monitors. 

First dislike 

Second dislike 

Hilrd dislike 


les, if you make a programme to visit each and every students' 
home, other things being equal, please name three students you 
will dislike to visit. 


First dislike 
Jecond dislike 
Ihivd dislike 


In your class, please tia»e toee students *om you would least 
like to accompany you on an. Educational Tour. 


First dislike 
Stroud dislike 
third di^ike 
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(SoGiometric Test for Pupil-Teacher Relationship) 

CMTRAl INSTITUTE OF ELUGATiON 
33-Ghhatra Margy Delhi-? 


Name of the students 


„Glass 


School 


■iwauf ^ 


Itear student y 

In your school there are a number of teachers® Perhaps 
it might have not been possible for yo'i to com© into contact with 
©aeh of them* You might have been taught by only a few of them 
In your various classes while studying in this school* You might 
have come Intcontact with many teachers in the course of your 
activities like gamesj dramas? outings and debates etc* You might 
be having a soft corner In your heart for one teacher while not 
even thinking well for the other. You might have liked veiy much 
someone and nossibly you might have taken some teachers as ordinar 
teachers,without either liking or disliking tiiem* Be sure, this 
is not only the working of your mind but this Is the way we all 
human beings think of the people we come into t-ontact with. 

You know, now you are a student of Xth class* You are 
being taught different subjects by the following teachers? 


2 . 

3 , 

4, 

5, 

Out of the teachers ^ose names are given above, pleas© 
choose teachers for the following activities. You can choose 
the same teacher for more than one activity and if you so like, 
you may not name any on© teacher for any one of the activities 
given on page 2, 

Rest asaired, your personal choice will be kept strictly 
confidential and it will not be made known to any on© or utilized 
for any other purpose than this research work® Please b© very 
frank and respond without any reservation and hesitation® I 
shall be very grateful to you for this® 


Yours sincerely, 


Dated* 


( S*P® Anand ) 
Ph*D. Scholar 










(2) 


1, If all things ware possible and you eould have your class- 
teacher any one you liked ( out of the list of the teachers 
given), whom would you choose to be your class-teacher? 

Naiae Please __— 

2« If you are given a free choice, out of the list of teachers 

given above, to choose your House^master, whom would you choose 
to be your House-master? 

Name Please _ _-- - --- 

3® &ippose you have some personal problem regarding finance or 
studies or friends or home or relating to physique® You may 
say it to be your secret matter® With whom you would like to 
di.scuss your personal problem out of the teachers 'v^os© names 
are given above? 

Nome Pleas© . _. -..-_ ___ 


4« Out of the list of the teachers given above, any one teacher 
Can be made your class-teacher by the Principal, but if the 
choice is left to you, vriiom would you not like to be your 
class-teacher? 

Name Please . .—. ■■ -- - - — . 


5, If you hav® your say in the matter, please name any one 
teacher out of the names of teachers given above, whom you 
would not like to be your House-Master® 


Name Please . , -— --- , , — - ■■—- 

Inapite of the fadt that you may want to ^souss an 

permnal problem with any one of the 

you this year, please name the teacher with whom you wu 
least like to disclose your personal secret 


Name Please 




APPiii'IDK U 

(^iociometrlc Test for Teach or-Teacher Relationship) 

CiJITiliU. INSTITUTE OF EDUOifflON 
sruOhhatra Marp, 5 Ifelhi«7 

N ame o f th e t eac he r s ( M r/M r s , / ?! s ) . 

School: __ 


Dear vSir/Madaffl, 

In our day“tO“>day social life we come across so many 
colleaguco wjrking in our profession. V/e like some one, dislike 
the otiiir viiile we do not care for the rest. There is nothing 
naHicular about It, but it is just the way we live our lives® 


You are teaching in this school various classes with 
various colleagues. You have your own close and distt^nt assocla™ 
tion'j with them. Again, there may be colleagues for whom you do 
not care* A list of the tenchers teaching Class X is given below* 
Yon are al-so teaching this class one of the subjects. 

List of the teachers teaching Class X 

1 . 

2. 

3c 

4. 

5* 

'Lhere arc three activities given on page 2 , Please choose 
any of your colleagues ( out of the list given above) with whom 
you Id like to do that activity. Please see, that you may or 
may not choose the same name for all activities* You may or may 
not choose any name for any of the activities given on page 2® 

All this depends ®pon your own state of mind. 

Rest assured, your personal choice will be kept strictly 
confidential and it will not be made known to any one or utilized 
for any purpose other than this research work® Please be very- 
free and frank and respond without any reservation and hesitation® 

I shall be yery grateful to you® 


Yours sincerely, 


( S.P. Anand ) 
Ph®D« Scholar 


Dated 1 




3upY>owe the Principal assigns you a certain task and 
leaves It up to you to choose one more teacherCout of 
the list given on page 1 ) to cQinplete this task^ vlth. 

■whom you would like most to on this task? 

Name please _. . . 

In this complex llfe^ we have too many personal problems 
say relating to finance, family or physique etc® Discussion 
of pe^rsonal nrobleins with our friends gives us relief® How 
suppose you have some personal problem and you -want to dis¬ 
cuss it with one of your colleagues enlisted on page l^vrith 
whom woiild you like the iiK)st to discuss® 

Name please .. _ 

If all things were nossible and you could enjoy your evening 
of recreation with any of the teachers whose names are given 
on page l,with whom you would enjoy the most? 

Name please „ . . ----- — 


If you are given a free hand to choose any one of the tea¬ 
chers, names are given on page 1^ for a certain ^nsk 

assigned ■to you by the Principal j with -whom you ■wuld like 
the least to ■vnrk on the task? 


Name pleas© —. .. .—- 

Think of a situation, when you v;ant to discuss any of your 
personal problems with any of teachers, enlisted on page 1 
■with ■whom you ■would |like to discuss? 


Nam© please 


topose there is no difficulty in maktog it ai convenient 
to ©nioT an evening of recreation with any of your coHea- 
gL^^entUe^Id engage l.with whom you would like the least 

to make your choice. 


Name please 




(Boeiometric Test for 3tudent»Studont Belatlonship) 


CS'JTH/iL IN^TIOTii OF EDUGi\nON 
33-Ghhatra Marg, Delhi™? 

CSi fSs 


Name of the students 


Glass s 


School 


Dear studentj 

In your class, you have classmates* lou may 

like very much a few of them or merely like some of them* Again 
a few of them may be disliked very much by you or there may be 
others whom you may simply dislike. It is quite possible that 
you may hot care for so many of your classmates without liking 
or disliking them. 

Some of the activities are given on page 3. You are 
requested to miike your choices among your classmates to do that 
activity. You may choose students with whom you would like to 
do or dislike to do that activity® Pleas© see that you are 
free to choose the same name for iK>re thfin one activitly or not 
to name any classmate for any of the activity given above* 

Rest assured, your personal choice will not be mad© 
knowi to any one and it will not be used for any other purpose 
other thfjn this research work® Please be very frank and respond 
without any reservation or hesitation, I shall be very thankful 
to you. 


Yours sincerely, 


Dated* 


( S»P* Anand) 
Ph*D» Scholar 


letei The list of students of your class is given on page 2* 




(2) 


LlIiT OF Si’UOalNTS OF CLAS3 X OF mMWmm GII1L3 
illGHMi oi'XIOwU/iJltY SCHOOL DiilLHI 



I 







( 3 ) 


!» If you are allowed to sit in tde class with ahy one of your 
cl.asr-inates of your o\m choice, please name them in order of 
your preference. 

First preference . _ 

Second preference , - 

Thii’d preference .. - ---— 

S® Suppose you have to do some wric with any of your classmates 
ijjid every one knows equally well the woik,. Please name then 
in order of preference with whom you would like to workf 


First preference , 
Second preference 
'Riird preference 


3 ., If there is a game which every one of your classmates know 
ocp filly well to play v/ith you, please name your classmates 
with you would like to play, in order of preference® 

Plrnt preference . __ —--—— 

Second preference ------—--— 


4 <t 


Third preference 


V011 have vour own choice to sit In the class with any one 
your JIlssmales^pLase name the students vdth you 

lid dJ. slike to sit* 


First dislike 
Second dislike 


Uiird dislike 


5 ® In your selection for a partner for any 
class-fellows, please name the students 
like to selecx as your partoer. 


workj among your 
whom you would dls- 


0 . 


First dislike , 
Second dislike 


Ihixd dislike 


If every one of your classmates is play 

y gMe^ofllSe, please name the students with vhom you 

tad like the least to play. 


First dislike , 
Second dislike 
third dislike 






APPHiDIX 13 

Rating Scale of Characteristics of Teachers for Students) 

institute of education 

33»Chhatra Marg? Delhi-7 












APPMDI XJ4 

(Hitlng Scale of Ghsiract eristics of Students for Teachers) 

CeiKAL IHSTITUTK OF iilDUGitttUN 
33-Ghhatra Marg, Delhi-7 

ivM Ba »ip VI im 

Wanio of the Teacher- _ 

School • 


Dear Sir, 

In connection with a Reseai-ch Vbrk in Education5 we 
ate IntereMtod to know the cheracteristies of students as seen 
by teachers in them. On the subject your co-operation is soli¬ 
cited, 

fas5 you are given ten forms with the names of students 
of Class Xj Section ' A’, Bach of the forms pertains to one cha- 
raotf-rlstic of the students. The characteristics hapibeen 
divided into ftV(3 Categories duly explained. Please tick (y ) 
mark for each student against his/her name under only one of the 
given five categories applicable to him/her and leave the rest 
of four Categories blank in each case. 


Please be very free and frenk in your ratings and 
rest asrured your ratings wlU be kept strictly co nfidential 
and wil l not be made use for any other purpose than this Besearch 

ir* 

Vio rk, 

Thanking you» 

Yours sincerely, 


Bated* 


(S,P* Anand ) 
Ph,B« Scholar 




( 1 ) 


1. YOUR VIRV/ HOW DUlRj MCH OHK OF THE FOLLOlffHG 
oXUDEMTO ivtm? 


Works ’ l^orks «Usually 'Rarely ' Shirks 


No »i 


Naain of the student^ vory ^ hard ’ -works 

' hard ' 


works 


work 



derl ftl No, of last student = t J 

Notes 'Hie Rating Scale runs Into such 10 pages, one page for one 

charaoteristIc, In the next page we reproduce only the title 
of each page to avoid duplication of the names, 

2 TO ’^AT KXTINT do YOU FIND EACH ONE OF THESE STUDEWTS 
OBRDllIfT? 


^^"JNaniG of the studenttimes 

^ 0 \ a rs*K Cii^ ’i P 


\ ' * 
j Some- Uis- J Very 

, times (ObedientI dls*» 


(Obedient I 


! obedient 


q IF YOU WERE TO DESCRIBE THE BEHAVIOURS OF EVERY ONE OF 
THESE STUDENTS,HOW WULD YOU DESCRIBE IT? 


I ' I 

Name of the student ibehtvL well I 

- . D iVi^thciVPn - 


I Not 


Rude 


'behaved 1 


'behaved 


4 HOW MUCH EACH ONE OF THE FOLLOWING STUDENT’S IS FOUND 

respectful by you? 


^ , i Very '.Respect-1 Tolera- 1 Dis- 

M ‘ Name of the student, inspect-'f«i ible < respect- f®spectiui 

Iful ! 'ful ' 


4 HOW MUCH DO YOU FIND EACH ONE OF THESE STD DINTS 
INTiiEESTED IK STUDIES? 


31,' 

No.' 


Nam® of the student 


I Very 

I interest 
i©d 


1 Interest, Some- 
. ®d 1 -sdiat 

' 'inter 


-T 

\ Dis- I Quite dls- 
' inter- 'interested 

I . .. • 


‘ested 


V , ested 





































APPii^JDlX 15 


( Gheck-llgt for teachers) 

CdmAl, IKGTiim’jil OF iilXJGATIOI'I 
33-Oh'aatra Marg, Delhi«7 


I^irnc? of the teacher; 


I’ichool 


hear oir/Madara, 

I have the honour to invite your attention to the fact 
that recently we had invited your opinion regarding students 
;ind you had very kindly written a few lines on the ^subject* 

The opinions of about lOO teachers have been collected* This 
iias fetched us a good amount of general Infoimatlon, 


In the present check-list, statetnents on the above 
subject have been illustrated* Against each statement some 
blank space is left* You are requested to name concerned 
stndfnts against each statement. This will give us specific 
Inf 0 PfiratLon about the number of students falling in each 
statement, 


Rest assured, your Infonnation will be kept strictly 
confidential and will not be disclosed 

be utilized for any other purpose than _ 

Pleas® be very free and frank and respond without any res 
vaUon md hfsltatlon. For this I shall be very grateful to 

you* 


Yours sincerely, 


hated: 


(S^P* Anand ) 
PhoD* scholar 


H.B. 


jr your ready reference and convenience Ust of 
indents has bean given on each page in front of 


statements. 

( In appendix here we do not give the names) 




Statements 


PlBasB tiajae the students* who aye in 
the habit of running away from the 
snho-')!. 


■--—--—-—J 

Are there some students >^o are 
helnful to their classfellows in 
studies? If yeS} please give their 

names. 


I^et us know the names of students 
vdio are quarrelsome with their 
classmates. 


Please give names of students vtoo 
do not give a good response to 
yo\ir driy-to-day questions. 


Are there aJiy students vho tamper 
with the entries in their Progress 
Hdnorts? If yes, give their names. 


These days, students are found 
orazy about fashions. You may 
find such students in your class, 
Please give their names. 


Some students are in the habit of 
using unfair means in the exami¬ 
nation. Please name them as 
known to you. 


Sora© students crLticize the teachers 
unnecessarily. Please give their 
names. 


Pleas© name the students who 
take an active part in co- 
curricular activities. 


Please ham© the students who 
©opy home work from others* 
notelwiotes* 











( 2 ) 


s ‘ O • 

•=* 

5t-'itoments 1 

Names of students 

11 

i leafUi iiHffle thfe students idio avoid 1 

t'l’rlnf.* part In co-currlcular 1 

activities, 1 


IIJ 

Write naa-as of^ students are In 

th*< hat it of showing themselves off. 

1 

\:\ 

.losic stud'-nts are found intelligent 
an well as Imlnstrious. Please name 
such studonts from this class as 
observed by you. 


11 

ix)!fio -.tudenta are not veiy intelli” 

1 p,«‘ut but they are laborious. Please 
! name such li’ce stvidents. 


15 

1 

dome students are intelligent but 
shlr-r work. Please name such 
•students. 


16 

i 

hsu.olly tiiore are some students vAio 
are slow leumers or dull. Please 
give their names. 


17 1 

Otfluorfilly some students are found 
qtiite irresponsible. Please 
mention their niimes. 


18 

i 

Please n-ame such students as are 

Careless in studies in this 
class. 


I'l 

Please give names of students who 
do not respect the rules and 
regxilstlona of the shhool. 


20 ^ 

1 

Please name the stud^ts create 

distnAance in the class while the 
teacher Is teaching. 



Oou't^d 0 4 0 










( 3 ) 


■'^3-« 

13 0. 

statements j 

Names of students 

21 

Please point out the students who 
are Inattentive In the 

G Lass, 

1 

1 

Of J 

Please nrufle the students who pay 
no heod to your suggestions® 


1 

Please nnne 'tallcative* students. 


1 

Come students are in the habit of 
as'clng irrelevant questions in 
the class. Please n.gme such 
students. 


! 

as 

3ora.o students do ask intelligent 
questions in the class. Please 
mention them. 


26 

1 

Please name the students who do 
not submit their home task in 
t ime • 


27 

Please give names of the mischiev¬ 
ous students as seen by you in 
ttiis class. 

1 


28 

j 

Name the students >ho remain 
mostly absent from the 
school. 


29 

Please name the students vho , 

neither study nor let others 

study. i 


30 

P1.»M name the students viio stwdy 

themselves but do not let others 
study. 



Coats* .*• 















Ik)a.e! stndmts a'^o exceptional If well- 
m.nn.''.ored. Please mention their names. 


I IJoa-"' r.tndenis are conspicuously 
I lU-mannered. Please name such 
Ciinionts. 


Please name the students >^0 are 
after the teachers to win th^r 
favour. 


Yon may find some students ^ho read 
cheap or undesirable literature. 
Please n.ame them. 


Please name the students who do 
not get their difficulties 
solved in the class. 

Please n^ane the students wlio do 
not keep their notebooks neat and 
cltan. 

Please name the students who do 
not like bringing books or note- 
[ books to the class, 

l^ere axe ring-leaders 1^^classes 
these days. Please name such 
lexers from this class. 

Pl.»M nam. th, 

oral, th# lesson and do no xy 
rndtrstand it. 















institijt© oC Educ^tiori ^^dhi 

!%^i 

I'i, 
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fqift fcT'TTtr^ w:? ^ i 

V ;. rig WM ^ ^ I 
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t I 
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^ I 
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^tqt f, i 

n_ q| 5lqT qi qi 

t I 
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^0 
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5^ ?rmmw! | i 


3 3 qg qR l?l fq?r | 1 
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^0 


sTTfr ft frft 
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ri-c; ^qiR m i^|cT ^qt^T 
% 1 

'4 e. ?q ^fiTT ^ qsT% qqq q^q 
^ Hq^ ^HlffcT q?q^ f I 

V, o qiq g[S5q f qt qr^q f 
fqvqt ftfsTqi^ ^ 1 

'■>A ^5 'TSiq ^ qrq ^ q^qq ^ 
qiKJ I 1 

Vk ^ qtcfqtq q^qqr ft 

qqr? qff w^ \ 

^ q^ ^ qqq fqqft qrTqt % fi=l^ 
?T ^ qr^q f I 

i<^ ^ srrq: g# ^ i 


V< q^ ^ q^q qsT^ 

^ I 
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q;q^ f i 
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Kt fqq q^i:# f I 

^o q| mn ^ qqr: ^ 

11 
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qraqra % qrfsaif ^ i 
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f A» 
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fw 'paT aaf2>? 




*0 
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% I 
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i I 
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(Confidential) 


mmDU Iff 

(Check-list for Students) 

(slated - version ) 

Giiirili;!. INSTiTUTii; of KlXJCiAl'lOri 
v3S-Ghhatra Marg, Itelhi-7 


iJatiie of the student 

ss! ___ ___School 




hear student. 

You might remember that a few days backj you had given 
your opinions about teachers. V/e had collected opinions of nearly 
400 students from various schools of Delhi. Certainly, we received 
an important info Mat ion on the subject» 

In this present check-list, we have expressed these 
oi).In Ions In statements. Against each statement, there are five 
blank spaces and teacher's name is given on top of each 
blank. Please read each statement carefully and tick mark {J ) 
for the teacher/s to wtiom it is applicable, Uils will let us 
know about the number of teachers for whom your opinions hold 
good. 


You are assured about the secrecy of the information 
given by you. It will be used only for Research Mjrk® Please 
give true information without any fear and hesitation. 

TYianking you. 


Yours sincerely, 


Dated! December ,1969. 


( S,P. Anand ) 
Ph. D, Scholar 



He treats us just like 
own sons/ daughters or 
b rothe rs/sisters. 


Ho always thinks of our 
welfare. 


He assigns too much home- 
task to us. 


H© performs his duties 
very well. 


He readily confesses his 
mistakes in front of the 
students. 


He removes our difficulties 
of the lessons taught by 
him. 


He is irritable by 
nature. 


He comes prepared with the 
lesson to be taught. 


He teaches u.s a little bit 
and ttien tells us to learn 
the r emaining part ourselves 

He encourages us from time 
to time. 


He checks our knowledge of 
the lessons taught the 
prevl ous day. _ 

H© leaves the class and 
yi gtgefl himself in gossip. 


He ts not able to complete 
the eourees well in time. 
























IIo takes too many leaves 
f TOHi the school. 


He himself acts in tiie 
manner in which we wants 
u n to, 


Ho complains against us to 
tiie nrinelaal' very often 
over »ery trivial matters 


He has a sound knowledge 
of hia subject. 


Ho ln£)Ults us in the 
class itself. 


He devotes some extra 
time to weak students. 


20 He ia voiy lazy. 


His way of talking Is 
very good. 


He assigns home-task 
regularly. 


He teaches us goiid 
things. 


He is considerate of 
our interest and woiks 
accordingly* 


whatever he teaches, 


H» is ponetuel in coming 
to the ole.9®* 


ontd. 

























iU« does not consider 
.imybody else as an 
equal» 


in the class 5 he teaches 
less and talks of other 
irrelevant matters more. 


Ho has great sympathy 
for us in his heart. 


He treats all students 
e qi,i ally. 


lie does not punish 
without tiny fault. 


He considers us good 
for nothing. 


d3 He mixes well ’/dth us. 



In the class, if we do notl 

understand ^ythiuE 
questions, he readily answers 


lie does not like private 
tuitions. 


He is quite pleasant 
by nature. 

He gets ahgiy over petty 
things. 

Hi fails ^ finding out 
etfiprits and punishes 





trifles- 























a hard working 
teanhpi’. 


Is always concerned 
vlth our welfare. 


asks us to engage him 
■iS a private tutor. 


ho takes interest in 
students. 


he checks the home task 
only v^ien lots of It gets 

He points out our irdstakes 
sympathetically and does not 
scold ur.. 

Hu does not listen to What 
wo have to aay and gets things 
done in the way he likes, i 



He gives us trouble 
unnecessarily. 


He gives us necessary 
advice very often. 


He encourages us for 
asking questions while 
teaching in the class. 


Mien we ask him some 
questions, he tells us 
to consult some Intelll- 


H© goes out of the class 
quite frequently during 
the period for teaching us 
















ut'a.tiifflaTits 


uh aVfij fro'.u the 
nch ol for his personal 
r’fc. 

’in is often very 
anff.r/. 


h.o f.oos on consulting 
hooks while teaching. 


H*', ',#1110 teaching, 
ontfTtnlns ms too. 


checks the home task 
re pul arly. 


iif‘ discriminates between 
weak and good students. 


He quite often does not 
take his class peilods. 


Ho often sits idle in 
the cl .DCS, 


He does not have any 
lovft for children. 


He Cannot control the 


















fst'itoinont 3 


Names of teachers 


I'l alw^.iyn after 

s. 


uses B 
15,1 :<?slrrinle l?mguap,e/for 


ih; lives a siniplo life. 


ie 'lies not cneck the 
jit)!nutas\ himself, but gets 
It o'-'.ec'red by the students 


nr* completes the course 
70 on'!y near tlie ejcamtnation 
rind this leads to some 


We c-oi leam a lot from 
his life. 


scolds us unnecessarily 


w»; do not understand 
comet'’Inc? and ask him, he 
guts angry with us. 


He is an ideal teacher. 


He tells us matters of 

general taovledge too. 


Em do0« not miss any of 
1 


1# &m question 

withhut assy f®a.r. 


E« tis yery 



Oontd.. 














temen 


He himself comes late to 
■cneschool5 but asks us 
to come In time. 


iie does QQt tell us any¬ 
thing dirterent from the 
course® 


lie cherishes revenge in 
his heart. 


He gives pianishment with¬ 
out any fault of ours. 


He helps the poor students 
f inane 1 ally * 


He is very good at heart 
for students. 


He differentiates between 
the rich and the poor 
students* 


He disheartens us by saying 
"you Cannot leam anything" 


He loves us like his own 
kith and kin* 


He turns us out of the class 
over small things. j 


We like his method of 
0 teaching. 


His personality is q.ulte 
effeotlv© for us. 

































APPliilDIX 17 

{Job-.'mtisfaction Scale for Teachers) 

0KNTR..L INSTlTUTli OF EDUCATION 
SS-lhhatra Marg^ DelhU? 


Arvfnj (Mr/Mrs* /Kiss) 
‘ 1c h o 0 1 _____ 


Dear Sir/Madam, 

Some of the statements regarding the 
M lA'UL IMvASHlNG are given belov. Please read each statement 
carnfiilly and give your reaction to it in any one of the five 
altemritive columns given against each statement. 


PleaTie tick mark ( y ) under the first column if 
yoti ‘dtronglv agree' to the statement, second column if you 
fiimaly 'Agree' and tick mark under third column if you 
remain 'Uncertain' or 'Undecided'. Similarly, mark under 
fourth column if you 'Disagree' to the statement mder 
fifth column if yon feel 'Strongly disagree to the state™ 

Tipritf 


'there is no right or wrong answers to the statements, 
Floase respond to tAGjl_ITffl, Give your . 

without my hesitation, resenratlon or cmsultatlo^_^ Kest 

assured your response will bs kept 


Thanking you, 


Yours sincerely, 


Ifeted; 


( S,P, Anand ) 
Phe Da Scholar 












.!!lL 

C 

Statements f 

itrongly 

igree 

!0» 

Te ache rs ’ s\icoess 1 
liiris in the r^?iccess| 
of thoir ntudBnts. 


11 . 

A teacher should, 
feel proud of In- 
ti'')due inf, himself I 
t’o anyone as a 1 

teacher w'ji'kinf j 

in a school. 


1 

i’eachliif often 



DOcomes mono¬ 



tonous after a 
few years. 


13» 

Thank God, I am a 
teacher. 


14. 

Teachers enjoy no 
appronriate re¬ 
wards for their 
id;: . 


L5. 

Most pupils are 
considerate oi 
their teachers. 


16, 

One should not 
advise one's sons 
and daughters to 
become teachers. 


1 7 

X » • 

Teaching piofessior 

\ 

ia better than otner 


professions in sevi 
respects. 

BTBX. 

13. 

Principals 
schools do not act 

as friends and 
guides hut become 
masters of the 
teachers. 




;• CO 








‘■'tatements 


T-aohers arc respon 
.'’rible fo r knowing 
hom*^ 'conditions of 
wcr/one of their 
nunlln. 


Teaching i;; a res- 
nf-''-'table job® 

One jn teaching 
profe- jlon Is In 
sear ah of truth. 

A teacher should 
not be expected to 
do RKore work than 
he in paid for® 

iiie teaching pro¬ 
fession opens 
field of knowled¬ 
ge for the 
adopter, 

Teaching is the 
last refuge of 
those wtio are 
unemployed. 

Teaching can be 
called an interest¬ 
ing profession. 

One has to remain a 
school master because 
of his poor academic 
career. 

Teachers learn 
throughout their 
lives. 

Teachers live a 

dtill life. 

















JiPPMDIX 17 A. 


Paul An and 
M 6 A« , M, Eki e 


Higher Secondary School 
Sadar Baaar, Itelhl Gantt-10 


Dated 


dear Str^ 

As I leam that you were a teacher In some school 
nornetime back, I approach you with a requests 

I am a Ph.D* Student and enclosed brief question¬ 
naire Is ,tn connection with my research® 

I am confident that you wuld oblige me by giving 
your free and frank responses to these few questions® 

. Rest assured, the information supplied by you 
will be kept strictly confidentifil® 

Thanking you, 


Yours sincerely, 


( SeP* Anand ) 
Ph® D® Scholar 


A self-addressed envelope is enclosed herewith to 
facilitate your prompt reply® 




'^UivSTlONWiHUJil 

( kiCsMkv the questions in. any language) 

Your Ige »c 

Vru it ,>ob/ocr:upatlon/pTofession did you join just after 
b'ivh'ii-- if aching hi the school? 

re nt oc ^'.uu atj on _ 

;^!;’.irnatioii( If any ) __ -..—^ 

'.•1; it were you doing before you started teaching in 

t J h f f I C 1 ! ^ 0 1 * __ , r , „._4 . 

.iicn did you start teaching in the school? __ __ 

:i Tauplit Subjects taught lime period 

1* Frisialy classes 

2, Hld'lle classes 

3» illpli/higher Secondary 
Classes 

V;ien did yon leave teaching in the school? 

Jlnco ilien have you been in the present occupation? 

[n nrier of priority give reasons for dissatisfaction which 
ird to leave teaching in tiie school? 


“T i nf the iBinleiiientation of the in^iroved grades as 

rwo*ehded by KO^Hlill Oommission, how do you feel teaching 

In the schools again? 




i\PPMDIX 17B 


^'>itya Paul i'snand Higher Secondary School 

M,A. , Sadar Bazar, Itelhl Gantt-10 


Dated 


To, 


Dear Sir, 

Here are Hated some statements which express the 
satisfaction or dissatisfaction of a school teacher. Kindly 
encircle SS-.(Strong satisfaction) if the statement expresses 

30 In 70 «r opinion, encircle S(Satisfaction) if the aEreement 
of a teacher to the statement expresses so in your opinion and 

SO on. 

mmimm 

33 - Strong Satisfaction 

2 ^ S Satisfaction 

3, N - Normal 

D - Dissatisfaction 
5, 3D - Strong dissatisfaction 

Thanking you, 

Yours sincerely, 


Notet- 


( S»P„ Anand ) 
Ph.D, Scholar 


check-list does not determine 
Issatisfaetion in the school/as a teacher. 




( 2 ) 


-1. 

Teaching is a noble profession. 

ss 

s 

M 

D 

SD 

^ > e 

One gets an opportunity of coaehlng 
gen''ratlons through teaching profession. 

33 

s 

w 

D_ 

SD 

« J o ^ 

t.' 0 

Teacherr; can determine the future 
course of a nation. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

— 4;» 

Teachers are not satisfied \jith their job. 

sa 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

3-5. * 

Teaching is a respectable job. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

-6. 

Teachers do not enjoy high social status. 

ss 

s 

M 

D 

SD 

-7. 

It requires finest personality, honest 
and sincere nature to be a good teacher. 

ss 

s 

M 

D 

SD 

A a t'J' 

1 -H» • 

I'Vc'ry body is fit for teaching job. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 


TViore are administrative powers in the 
teaching nrofession. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

»io. 

Government should do its best to imprve 
the soci^JL status of teachers. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

5-11. * 

Teaching profession is better than those 
of other professions in several respects. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

5-12. 

Teaching profession provides better 
chances for better career. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

-13. 

Pay is satisfactory in teaching profession. 

ss 

s 

W 

J> 

SD 

-14, 

Teachers have a spiritual job. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

-16. 

Teachers have more powers than those 
police inspectors but of love and regard. 

ss 

s 

W 

D 

SD 

-16. 

The teaching profession is most sacred on 
Earth, 

S3 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

7-17.=^ 

The teaching profession opens fields of 
knowledge for the adopter. 

ss 

s 

H 

D 

SD 

Teachers can not command respect from the 
society. 

ss 

s 

U 

D 

SD 

•19. 

Teaching profession needs hard work. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

-20. 

-2X 

•S2 

Teaching profession needs the spirit of 
sacrifice on the part of the teacher. 

A teacher will remain a teacher throughout 
his life. 

A t©©4 teaclier should be a source of 
Itt^lratlon to his students. 

ss 

ss 

ss 

s 

s 

s 

H D SD 

U D SD 

If D SD 

(contd..) 




( 3 ) 


-23. 

Teachers do need thoughtfiU Planning 
in their work. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 


Teaching profession does not need 
bright people entering it. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

~2G, 

The soclf'J. status of the teachers should 
be the same as that of la\^ors and 
doctors. 

33 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

-26. 

'Qfiere Is an opportunity to grow in the 
teaching profession. 

S3 

s 

W 

D 

SD 

10-27, *+ 

Teaching often becomes monotonous after 
a few years. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

«38. 

Teaching Is an occupation requiring 
relatively little skill. 

S3 

3 

K 

D 

SD 


The teacher plays a vital role in the 
development of good citizens. 

SS 

3 

N 

D 

SD 

11-30.* 

The work of a teacher gives relatively 
good opportunity for self expression. 

S3 

s 

W 

D 

SD 

12-31.** 

Very able people vi^ 1 be wasting time 
and energy in teaching profession. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

13-62,* 

Teaching can be called an interesting 
urofesslon. 

S3 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

-.33, 

One should not leave teaching even if 
provided better .1ob, 

S3 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

14-34,** 

Teaching even in Govemm-mt service is 
ml sereble. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

15-35, ** 

Teaching is tile last refuge to those 
who are unemployed. 

SS 

3 

N 

D 

SD 

16-36, 

One should hate being Galled a teacher. 

S3 

3 

N 

D 

SD 

17-37,* 

One in teaching profession is in search 
of truth 

SS 

S 

N 

D 

SD 

18-:^** 

Teachers axe poorly paid is why they 
are not respected in the society. 

SS 

S 

N 

D 

SD 

19-®.* 

Teachers can learn throughout their 
lives. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

20-40.* 

Teaching profession brings mental peace 
to the teacher. 

SS 

S 

K 

D 

SD 

*»i41* 

!Haes@ days teachers are satisfied in theiess 
profession. 

S 

K 

Contd 

D 

SD 




( 4 ) 


-42, Teachers cf\n enjoy long holidays 

and rjhorter hours of wrk, iiS' S N D SD 

«43» One should hate teaching much than SS S K D SD 

anything else® 

-44. teachers are the nation builders, SS S N D SD 


22 , 45 , ** 

Ilie teaching profession is veiy de¬ 
grading one. 

S3 

- 46 , 

'fhe teaching is the most idealistic 
and unselfish and missionary 
p rofession. 

SS 

23-47, ♦ 

The teachers can lead the simple life 
with high thinking. 

S3 

24-48. 

Teaching in schools is altogether 
dominated by principals. 

SS 

25-49. 

'Beaching in schools sucks intelligence 
as well as initiative. 

SS 

26-50, 

Teaching profession should be exclu¬ 
sively for ladies. 

SS 

27-61. 

One should not advise ones sons and 
daughters to become teachers. 

SS 

28-52, ** 

There is a financlal/satisfaction In the 
teaching profession only because of 
tuition wo lie. 

SS 

JS-53, + 

Teachers as such cannot claim special 
respt^ct from the society but by virtue 
of tlssir ovn sincerity in their job. 

S3 

- 54 . 

Students are ready to respect but they 
respect only respectable teachers. 

SS 

31-55® * 

It is easy for the teacher to make his SS 

respect him by his affectionate behaviour 
with his students. 

75 - 56 .’^ 

Tsaofeels are big failures « they caimot 
coBBnand respect from the students. 

SS 

-57, 

Teachers' only asset Is their students. 

SS 

- 58 . 

Teachers should regard themselves for 
the students* 

SS 

33 - 69 .* 

Teachers should TOt 
studies by 

because of theii? obligations towards 
theaa* 

SS 


S N D SD 

S W D SD 

S N D SD 

S N D SD 

3 W D SD 

S N D SD 

S N D SD 

S N D 3D 

S N D SD 

S N D SD 

S N D SD 

S N D 3D 

S H D SD 

S W D 3D 

S N D SD 

Contda *• 




( 5 ) 


34-6 

Teachers® success lies In the 
success of their .students. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

3D 


One shot,lid feel proud df introducing 
oneself as a teacher In a school. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

62, 

atudents are like sons and daughters 
to the teacher® 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

7ri»63, «' 

Teachers' job do not said with the 
end of school hours but they should 
feel pleasure wiienever students 
apnroach them for any sort of help. 

SS 

s 

w 

D 

SD 

36-64,* 

Teachers should see to it that their 
way of living makes the way of 
living of their students. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

-66. 

boclal discipline on the teacher 
keeps him a disciplined citizen. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

*" 66j. 

Teaching ir^chonls is a breathing 
place for finding out better 
occupations. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

37-67,** 

Teaching ir» a college is a boon while 
teaching in a school is a curse. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

79-©. ** 

Gchool teaching is made a hell 
because of undue dominance by the 
principals. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

1-©.* 

Thank Ck»d, 1 am a teacher. 

ss 

s 

W 

D 

SD 

39-70, ** 

I asnire for the day when I shall 
leave teaching in the school. 

ss 

s 

W 

D 

SD 

41-71,* 

Teachers should 

as "Model Citizens" in the society. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

-72, 

Tsaohers can help their parents to helg^ 

their children. 

s 

N 

D 

SD 


43-74,♦ 


67 - 75 . ♦ 


hers hall- eradicate the 

,ce of truancy and delinquency 
Lg the students, 

[hers should he careful ^ 

»vlour with their students lest 

rXSia Smd their self-respect, 

►hers' syiroathetic attitude to- 
is their students can well mafce 
students to achieve max^um 
iemio achievement as well as 
3t«d development. 


ss 


ss 


ss 


S M D 3D 


S N D SD 


S H D SD 


Contd,••• 




( 6 ) 



Teacher because of the nature of 
their profession should adhere 

CJi' 

DvJ 

s 

N 

D 

SD 


to "Simple living and High 
thinking". 






60-77«♦ 

Teachers if they V7ant respect in 
the society because they are 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 


teachers, will have to foi*go some 
fin fine ial gains and work with a 







mi r; s Ion ary sp i rl t, 






61~7H.^ 

None else but the people with a 
misstonaiy spirit should join 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 


tile teaching Diofession. 






-7:i. 

There is a chance in the teaching 
profession to hold part-time 
business to supplement regular pay. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

09-30.* 

k teacher should always aspire to 
develop good relations with his 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 


students. 






-Bl. 

Long summer vacation is a "must" 
to relieve the teachers from 
their monotonous nature of work. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

-82. 

Long sunnier vacations is a "must" 
to provide the teacher a time to 
enluance their knowledge and equip 
themselves with latest developments 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 


in his subject. 






49-83.* 

Teachers eon loam throughout their 

1 Iv e s . 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

66-84. * 

A teacher can perform his duties 
beat* 

ss 

s 

N 

B 

SD 

40-85. 

The society is responsible for the 
miseries of the teachers. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

74-86.’^ 

Only in teaching profession one 

Can know the society well. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

-87. 

Teachers enjoy variety of new 
faces ©very year. 

ss 

s 

N 

V 

SD 

SD 

-88* 

Teacher© do not enjoy any freedom 
in their work. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 


Prlacipd-s of the 

act as friends, guides but become 

ss 

s 

B 

D 

SD 


Mast®» on. tlB teachL©i*8« 


Contd. •. 




( 7 ) 



i-’lie teachers leam they teach. 

SB 

S 

w 

D 

SD 

-'3J. 

leaching profession is preferable 
to office wrk. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

0:i-92, 

Teachers enjoy no appripriate reward 
for their \>rork. 

sa 

S 

N 

D 

SD 

64-93, 

Teachers® success is not in their 
hands but on the mercy of the 
ability of the students. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

6r>.‘31. ?' 

-,15» 

Teachers enjoy poor status in society SS 
inspite of his position as "Maker of 
the future". 

No futurc/diances, once a teacher always 

s 

W 

D 

SD 


a teacher. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

77-36, ** 

Dictatorial attitude of the principal 
listens to no arguments has 
annoyed me in my teaching profession. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

78-97.'*'^ 

Teachers enjoy no facilities for 
future studies. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

50-03, 

Lack of understanding, unfair and 
undue intereference by the manage¬ 
ment or Department makes the teacher 
as if he is a slave. 

SS 

s 

W 

D 

SD 

44-00. 

Teachers enjoy a dull life. 

S3 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

56-100. 

Teaching profession in schools malces 
us forget what we leam in our own 
academic career. 

S3 

s 

W 

D 

SD 

57-101, ♦♦ 

A teacher rifould not be expected to 
sacrifice ah evening of recreation 
in order to visit a child s home. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

58-102,*^ 

’ A teacher should not be ejected to 
burden himself with uupils’ 
problems. 

SS 

s 

H 

D 

SD 

-103 » 

A pupil* 3 failure is never a fault 
of the teacher. 

SS 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

56-104.’* 

Teaching never gets monotonous. 

S3 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

—lOS. 

OnQUestionlng obedience In a child 
is not desirable. 

SS 

s N 

Contd. 

D 

SD 


Contd* ••. 
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tirst lesson a child needs to 
learn, is to obey the teacher 
v.'it’riout hesitation. 

ss 

3 

B 

D 

SD 

Jiost children are obedient. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

/0-l>i,**rho teacher should not be expected 
to manage a child if the later’s 
oarents are unable to do so. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

A teacher should never acknowledge 
his ignorance of a topic in the 
proscnce of his pupils. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

■il-llO* 'Hi© majority of stxidents take their 
responsibility seriously. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

■“Ill, Ai'.^ressive children are greatest 
problom. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

•Ih-ll;-!, ^ ^Discipline problems are the teachers' 
greatest worry. 

ss 

8 

N 

D 

SD 

•'14-113. A teacher should not be expected to 
be sympathetic toward truants. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

38-114.* liost pupils try to make the things 
easier for the teacher. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

15, * 14ost pupils are considerate of their 
teachers. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

4^5-116. * Xeachers are responsible for knowing 
home conditions of every one of their 
pupils. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

BD 

71">1L7,^*A teacher should not be expected to 
do raore work than he is paid for* 

S3 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

48-113.**One should not expect pupils to enjoy 
school * 

ss 

s 

H 

D 

SD 

-119. One should be able to get along with 
almost any child. 

ss 

s 

N 

D 

SD 

47-lSO,‘«'*Most pupils ndshehaviour is done to 
annoy the teacher. 

ss 

s 

K 

D 

SD 

-121, Teachers can be in the wrong as 
well as pupils. 

ss 

3 

H 

D 

SD 

«I22. Keeping discipline is not the problems 
that many teachers claim it to be. 

ss 

a 

N 

D 

SD 


Kindly wxlt® dom sluailar statements iijhlch may express dissatis- 
“ ^ tmtun or satisfaction of a teacher In a school. 


Contd. .* 
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^ollo\d.n.R statements were given by the ©xperts® 


One has to remain a school teacher beedise of hig poor 
acadPinLc earner® 

* Mont children are faithful. 

-i', dictatorial attitude of the principal^ annoys the 
teacher In school. 

“4, Teaching is an occupation requiring relatively little 
skill. 

A school teacher Is likely to remain as a school teacher 
for the whole of his life. 

“6. Teachers are nifmy but inspired teachers are few. 

-7. Lack of understanding, unfair and undue interference 
by the management ig the usual lot of a teacher. 

Peoples seldom create problems for the teacher. 

Teachers should be all out for their students. 

»10. To command genuine respect from students is not every 
teacher’s cup of tea* 

One should hate being called "liasterji" in the bazar 

by any one. 

hotoj- 1. Continuous serial numbers are the serial number of 
statements for this check-list for experts. 

2. Numbers along serial numbers indicate the serial 
number of these statements selected for the check¬ 
list ( ^pendix 17G) for try-out 

3, Single starred statements depict satisfaction Pereas 
doable starred statements depict dissatisfaction. 




iU^PiaUilX i7G 


‘a I'au!, /in-ind 


Central Institute of Education 
33-Chhatra Marg, Delhi-? 


De deinb e r 10 j 19® 


In 




^A'-ir iilr, 


under the guld.anco oT Dr. Mehrotra, Reader in 

aan-atlon, Contr.il Institute 

tfran iiM a renearca urohlem A 

!;.■ luuanii dhOUllD/atf SGHOOLJ li\ DEbHi". In this connection 

i- 'iunr.ach you vrith a request. 

Tlic check-list which is being presented to , 

.a! .at<i of SO statements designed to sample VJhat 

teaching profession, ‘h-iere are no right Read 

Is wanted is your owi individual ^len Lkrcle 

each statement and decide how you feel „u item: 

Miy one of the five altematiy.es given against each item 


If you strongly agree, encircle 
If you agree, encircle 

If you undecided or uncertain encircle 
If you disagree, encircle 
If you strongly disagree, encircle 


SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 


Please thJsak in ter^ of 
than speoiflo ones. PLEASh RlwPOMB 


Ihanklng you, 


Yours sincerely? 


( S.P. Anand ) 
Ph.D. Scholar 
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1, 

^■ifuik Oodj I atn a teacher. 

6A 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

' ' e 

Teachers can determine the future 
course of a nation. 

SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

g 

Teacliing Is a resnectable job. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

4. 

i‘>7eiy body Is fit for beaching job. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

5. 

Teaching profession is better than 
other professions in several 
respects. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

3D 

6 . 

Teaching profession provides better 
chances for better career. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

7. 

The teaching profession opens field 
of knowledge for the adopter. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

H. 

Teachers cannot comtiand respect 
from the society. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

9» 

Teaching profession does not need 
brigiit people entering it. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

10, 

Teaching often becomes monotonous 
after a few years. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

11, 

Tlie vrork of a teacher gives relatively 
good opportunity for self expression. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

1;:. 

Very able people will be wasting time 
and energy in teaching profession In 
schools. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

13® 

Teaching can be called m interesting 
profession. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

14. 

Teaching even in Government service 
(Schools) is miserable. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

15. 

Teaching is the last refuge of/bhose 
who are unemployed. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

16, 

One should hate being called a teacher. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

17. 

One in teaching profession is in 
search of truth. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

IS. 

Teachers are poorly paid and that is 
they are not respected in the 

society. 

SA 

A 

TJ 

D 

3D 

19. 

Teachers can learn throughout their 
liTca. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 





Contd, 
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L'O. 

Teachln'': profession brings mental 
peace to the teacher. 

SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

21. 

Ouf> should disli'ce being called 
'I'lastorjl" In the bazar by any one. 

SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

22® 

The teaching profession is a very 
degrading one. 

SA 

A 

IT 

D 

SD 

2 3 ® 

'Hie teachers can lead the simple 
living with high thinking. 

SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

24 1 

Teaching in schools is altogether 
dominated by the principals. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

25, 

Teaching in schools sucks intelligence 
as well as inltLative, 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

26. 

Teaching profession should be exclu¬ 
sively for ladies. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

Z?, 

One should not advise one* g sons and 
daughters to become teachers. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 


Hiero is financial satisfaction in the 
tLching profession in schools only 
because of tuition work. 

SA 

A 

IT 

D 

SD 

21. 

Teachers as such cannot claim special 
respect from the society but by vxrbue 
of ” their om sincerity in their 3ob. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

:■<!. 

To coffiuand genuine respect frcm 
students is not every teacher s cup of 

ten. 

SA 

A 

TJ 

D 

SD 

31. 

It is easy for the teacher to make 
his students respect him by his 
affectionate behaviour witn his 
students. 

SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

32. 

Teachers should be all out for their 

SA 

A 

TJ 

D 

SD 


students. 


Teachers should not help students in 
their studies hy charging tuition lees 
but because of their obligations towards 


A. U D SD 


them. 


34t» 


Teacher* s success lies in the success 
of his students. 


, .kioiad fe.1 

»jy on® as a teacher wflcins 
a school* 


SA A U D SD 

3A A D D SD 

* • o 




C3) 


3r-® Teachpr.n should see to it that their 
vmy or livlriFj makes the vay of living 
'if t'-selr ntndontse 

SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

37a Toachinp; It^^college is boon -(ftAiile 
liiAScJiool is a curse. 

SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

3'U I’lmlls soldoia create problems for 

t.hn teachers. 

SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

3*. 1 ass ire for the day ^'hen I shall 

leave teaching In the school. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

'! u T’le society is responsible for the 
ml series, of the teachers. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

4 , 1 . Teachcra should nresent themselves 
nr, "Model Citizens” In the society. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

4:;, Teachor:. can v^ell eradicate the malice 
of dcLinqnoncy ajirang the students 
slranly by love aiid affection for them. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

Teriohor.s should be careiul in their 
bihHV.iour with their students lest 
they should offend thoir self respect. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

4 ;'t, Teacb-rr working in schools live a 
duM. life. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

4'). The toachors leam vhile they teach. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

ITj. Teachorr; are responsible for knowing 
homo conditions of every one oi 
thoJ.r pupils. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

47. Most pupils' misbehaviour is done to 
tinnoy ttie teacher. 

SA 

A 

D 

h 

SD 

44, One should not expect pupils to enioy 
schools. 

SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

43 , Teachers learn throughout th^ir 

SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 


lives. 

lack of uiiderstandlag, undue SA 

"i:?«r]«rence by the »g|a6..ent or^ 

Department Is tne usuax 
ttactier. 

se"y 

&?h«^ache of the teachers. 


A U D 


A U D 


Contde.t« 




( 4 ) 


W t 1 
li 4 e 

i'lost pupils are considerate of their 
tofiChers for their due regai'ds. 

SA 

A 

V 

D 

SD 


Gi scinline uroblyms are the teachers® 
p, re ate st wd rrj;. 

oA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

‘■4 . 

A tuscher should not he ey^tected to be 
.'lymnathetlc toward.s truants. 

SA 

A 

U 

D 

SD 

' > ■ } a 

Te.'ichl.np never pets monotonous. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

SG, 

'•tuih'nt” should not be welcome guests 
tenc?mrK’ hom-s. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

57 . 

A tofiofK'r should not bf' expedted to 
sacrifice nn svenlng of recreation 
in order to visit a child’s place. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

55 e 

A tO'-'Cher should not be exjjected to 
hir;rlen himself v/ith n pu.pils’ problems. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

3 D 

•55 ® 

A teacher buesuse of the nature of his 
nrofor>slon should adhere to '’Simple 
living' end high thinking". 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

GO ® 

Teachers If they want respect In the 
society becausf of they are teachers, 
vdli have to forgo some financihl 
gfilns and work v;ith a missionary 
spirit. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

61 . 

None else but people with missionary 
spirit should 3o:ln the teaching 
niT)ffissLoii in schools. 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 

63 . 

P1'inoil)al s do not act as friends, 
Uirtes but become Harters of the 

SA 

A 

u 

D 

SD 


toachf^rs. 


63 . 

64. 

65. 

66 . 

«7» 


achers enjoy no £^)propriate reward for 
elr work. 

aoh.rs- success is uot hmds SA 

t on the mercy of the ability of tn 

ud ents. 

achers enjoy poor status 

,cl.ty luspltc of thel r^^posltion 
i ‘Makers future . 

teacher can perform his duties best. SA 

ladhers* sympathetic at^ude towards SA 

jtelr students Ichllre^ 


A U D 

A U B 

A U D 

A tJ D 

A U D 

Contd*« 


SD 

SD 

SD 

SP 

SD 
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58® A teacher should always aspire to BA 

develop good relations with his students. 

The first lesson a child needs to 
leam is to obey the teacher without 
hesitations. 

70® The teacher should not be expected SA 

to manage a child if the latter's 
parents are unable to do so. 

A®- 

71. A teacher should not,expecWto do more SA 
vjork than he is paid for. 

72. Teachers' job do not end with SA 

the end of school hours but they should 
feel pleasure whenever students 

approach them for any sort of help. 

73. Most children are faithful. SA 

74. Teachers are many but Inspired are SA 

few. 

75. Teachers are big failures St they SJ 

cannot command respect from the 
students. 

76. A school teacher is bo remain Si 

as a school teacher for the whole 

of his life. 

77. motatorial attitude of the Principal S 

axinoys the teacher in school* 

78. Teachers enjoy no facilities for S 

future studies. 

79 . school teaching is ^ 

of nndue Interference of the Principal. 

80. One has to remain a 

because of his poor academic career. 

Thank you very much for your cooperation. 


A U 


A U 


A U 


A U 


A U 


A U 
A U 


A n 


A U 


A U 


A U 


A U 


A U 


Your teaching experience please 




Your age 


9 « • « • 4 


SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

3D 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 

SD 




2.88 

2*81 
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Statements showing Dissatisfaction 



Ho tes 


statement SateLnrMas°eliBantteL It 

W the l6th etat^ent becanee it had 

the next lower v^ue, 

statement 3 tatlmtnt°nu^rs ^21 f 

lower value was selecteh. 




APPiJ^DIX 17 E 

CiiJ'i'iL-J- L.'3Ti i’TjJjJ Ui^' EDUCia'iOI'] 
33-Ghhatra-^fer:^, Delhi-7 


(I'lr./MrG./Mis.n) 




.-‘V 31 ['/lirLMjri) 

Gov.o 01 hn nl:ateip.ents j.’e;;arcUnr the Pi-tOEbSSlOI'I QE oGiiOQL ThiiG • l 
’jLven bolovi Please read cacli stotement carel'iilly aad your • 


'•Peclior! to It: iii any ouo or.' the I'i'/e alternative colwiins given ay/nli-st: 

; st.'!.toTn''rt, 

Pjea.v; tic', in.7'*: C \/ )undor the first colupin li you ' Sbroncly 
. ran' to i.iifi :: tnte veutj so,'ond colu'un If you simply 'Afiree' and t.i oh 
•. i.n >'07‘ IP.ij’d oolu.m' IT •I'on ro!uai.n 'Uncorbain' or 'Undecided',- 
I! .r:iy 5 ionrth colu.uri if you “Disa.-reG" and under riitii 

'• du-.m ,i,i' you, "Jtj- ..'plv Disarire'c." to the sta.tc;iiicnt, 

>h(’Vi; i.o ac riyi'd: o'‘‘ va’Qu,' ansv/ers to the statements. Please 
ami'l to il’i Cii r.'thi. Give yoir.f honest roaponso ■•■’ithout any hesitat.'i'-i 
s.-'rfitif'); nr r;c)i);u\!,t,'.t toll, U'.'st assuTudj your resoonsGS will be 
, 1 i"i' '.'Intdo a''i iJ ii i I a !i. 


'i"ia'I: in;; you., 


Yours sibaerely.j 


%, fk>. 


/ 


t redt 


( S,P. itoand) 
Ph.D, Scholar 


;i I iShr-oi'if;- 

.'.u, 1 S t atom out s lly 

t 1 roc , 

i. 1 

[ iwyroo 

1 

. If ' ■ mil i> ‘ 

Uncer¬ 
tain or 
Undec tdc^ 

iDis- 1 
agree 

Stronply 

Disuf-rc; 

1 

1 

1 Te.achin^ prol'css.'oa 
j brings cental peace to 
\ the tcachGl*. 

, 

1 


1 






4. 


viii) Are/Uere you or yom' father, mother, brothers, sisters, 
husband or wife a member of any organisation? 

(M»P,, Member of Corporation or Municipality, Club, 
Religious body or some Welfare Society etc.) 

Name of organisation Fooi bluxi 


Self 

Father 

Mother 

Husband 

Wife 

Brothers 

Sisters 


GEMFRAL C Ol-MENTS 




